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EULES  IN  CHANCERY.  xxxv 


CHANCERY  FUNDS  RULES,  1872.  1872 


RULES 

UNDKB 

THE  COUBT  OF  CHANCERY  (FUNDS)  ACT,   1872, 

35  &  36  VICT.  c.  44. 
Issued  2l8t  day  of  December^  1872. 


Thb  Bight  Honoubable  Boukdell  Babon  Selbobne,  Lord  High 
Chancellor  of  Great  Britain,  with  the  concnrrence  of  the  Commis- 
Bioners  of  Her  Majesty's  Treasury,  doth  hereby  in  pnisnance  of  the 
powers  contained  in  "  The  Court  of  Chancery  (Funds)  Act,  1872," 
and  of  every  other  power  enabling  him  in  that  behalf,  make  the 
following  Bules : — 

'    1.  The  Court  of  Chancery  (Funds)  Act,  1872,  shall  come  into  CJommence- 
operation  on  the  7th  day  of  January,  1873,  and  these  Bules  shall  ^^d  Buies. 
come  into  operation  on  the  same  day  (which  day  is  in  these  Bules         i 
referred  to  as  the  commencement  thereof),  and  shall  be  filed  in 
the  B^port  Office  of  the  High  Court  of  Chancery,  and  may  be  cited 
as  the  '*  Chancery  Funds  Bules,  1872  "* 

2.  In  these  Bules  and  in  Orders  as  herein  defined,  terms  shall  intcrproution 

have  the  same  meaning  as  the  same  terms  in  the  said  Act,  and  the 

term  *^  Court "  shall  mean  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  the  term 

*'  Order  "  shall  mean  an  Order  of  the  Court  of  Chancery ;  intituled 

in  a  cause  or  matter  in  the  said  Court,  and  made  by  a  Judge 

thereof,  whether  sitting  in  Court  or  at  Chambers,  or  as  to  payments  . 

out  of  the  **  Appeal  Deposit  Account "  an  Order  made  on  a  non- 

attendable  Petition  presented  to  the  Lord  Chancellor;  and  the 

D  2  1 
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1872  term  **  Order  "  shall  include  a  decree  and  a  report  of  a  Master  in 
Lunacy  confirmed  by  fiat ;  and  the  term  "  Chief  Clerk's  Certifi- 
cate "  shall  mean  a  certificate  intituled  in  a  cause  or  matter  in  the 
said  Court,  and  made  by  a  Chief  Clerk  of  a  Judge  of  the  said 
Court,  and  approved  and  signed  by  a  Judge  thereof;  and  the  term 
**  Title  of  the  Cause  "  shall,  with  respect  to  causes  commenced 
since  1st  November,  1852,  in  these  Bules,  mean  the  short  title  of 
the  cause  with  the  reference  to  the  Becord  as  prescribed  by  the  first 
of  the  Consolidated  Orders  of  the  Court,  Eule  48,  in  the  following 
form,  viz.,  (A.  v.  B.  1872.  A.  100);  and  the  term  "Cause  or 
Matter "  shall,  in  these  Bules,  include  a  separate  account  in  a 
cause  or  matter,  and  a  matter  intituled  merely  as  an  account ;  and 
the  term  "  Bank  "  shall  mean  Bank  of  England  or  Governor  and 
Company  of  the  Bank  of  England ;  and  the  term  "  Paymaster 
General"  shall  mean  Her  Majesty's  Paymaster  General  for  the 
time  being,  or  his  Assistant  for  the  time  being  acting  on  his  behalf 
for  Chancery  business ;  and  the  term  **  Chancery  Pay  OflSce  "  shall 
mean  Paymaster  Gtenerai's  Office  for  Chancery  business;  and  the 
term  ^'  Chancery  Pay  Office  Account "  shall  mean  the  account  at 
the  Bank  of  the  Paymaster  General  for  the  time  being  on  behalf 
of  the  Court  of  Chancery;  and  words  importing  the  singular 
number  shall  include  the  plural  number,  and  words  importing 
the  plural  number  shall  include  the  singular  number ;  and  words 
importing  the  masculine  gender  shall  include  females. 

Abroption  of     3.  Bules  14, 15,  and  16  of  the  first  of  the  Consolidated  Orders 
^^cSincery"  ^^  ^®  Court,  and  Bule  5  of  the  fifth  of  the  same  Orders,  and  the 

LuliM  *^*^'  ^^^^'  *°^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  General  Orders  in  Lunacy  of  7th 

November,  1853,  are  hereby  abrogated. 

Congtruction  4.  Orders  of  the  Court  made  before  the  commencement  of  these 
Ordrm  "^  Rules,  containing  directions  not  then  carried  into  efiect  for  the 
payment  of  money  into,  or  deposit  of  securities  in  the  Bank  with 
the  privity  of  the  Accountant  General  to  the  credit  of  a  cause  or 
matter,  or  for  the  transfer  of  securities  into  the  name  and  with  the 
privity  of  the  Accountant  General  in  trust  in  a  cause  or  matter, 
shall  be  read  and  construed  as  if  they  directed  such  money  or 
securities  respectively  to  be  paid  or  transferred  into,  or  deposited 
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ia  Court  to  the  credit  of  the  same  cause  or  matter,  and  no  decla-  1S72 
ration  of  trust  shall  be  required  to  be  made  with  respect  to  any  of  """^ 
such  securities. 

5.  Every  Order  directing  money  or  securities  in  Court  to  be  Mode  of 
dealt  withy  shall  be  intituled  in  the  cause  or  matter,  but  not  to  the  tain  OMers^ 
separate  account,  to  the  credit  of  which  such  money  or  securities  Juiea  of^* 
shall  be  placed  in  the  boobs  at  the  Chancery  Pay  Office ;  and  every  ?f*^°^  ^ 
such  Order  shall  state,  in  the  body  of  such  Order  and  not  merely 

by  reference  to  the  title  of  it,  the  exact  title  of  the  cause  or  matter 
and  separate  account,  if  any,  to  the  credit  of  which  the  money  or 
securities  dealt  with  shall  be  remaining,  or  to  the  credit  of  which 
the  money  or  securities  not  already  in  Court  shall  be  directed  to  be 
placed. 

6.  Every  such  Order  as  referred  to  in  the  last  preceding  Bule,  Exact  amount 
shall  express  the  exact  amount  of  money  or  securities  to  be  dealt  expitL^and 
with  whenever  it  can  be  ascertained,  and  the  amount  of  money  ^^^  ?^ 

'  ^  uncertain 

or  securities  standing  in.  the  books  at  the  Chancery  Pay  Office  at  funds  to  be 
the  date  of  such  Order,  to  the  credit  of  the  cause  or  matter  to 
which  the  money  or  securities  to  be  dealt  with  may  be  remaining, 
and  not  merely  by  reference  to  another  Order ;  but  if  the  money  or 
securities,  or  the  dividends  thereof,  to  be  so  dealt  with  under  any 
such  Order,  shall  not  be  in  Court  at  the  date  thereof,  the  source 
from  which  such  money  or  securities  will  be  derived  shall  be  stated ; 
and  in  every  case  the  exact  amount  of  money  to  be  dealt  with  by 
the  Paymaster  General  shall  be  expressed  in  an  Order  or  in  a 
Chief  Clerk's  certificate,  or  in  a  certificate  of  a  Taxing  Master,  dr 
in  a  certificate  of  a  Master  in  Lunacy,  unless  the  amount  to  be 
dealt  with  be  payable  for  legacy  or  succession  duty,  or  be  described 
as  dividends  to  accrue  on  securities  in  Court,  or  as  interest  on 
money  on  deposit,  or  as  money  to  arise  by  the  sale  or  conyersion 
of  securities  in  Court,  or  as  the  residue  of  such  dividends,  interest, 
or  money,  respectively,  after  deducting  an  amount  expressed  in  an 
Order  or  in  such  a  certificate,  or  as  an  aliquot  part  of  such  divi- 
dends, interest,  money,  or  residue,  respectively. 

7.  When  an  Order  directs  the  payment,  transfer,  or  delivery  of  Mode  of 
money  or  securities  i|i  Court,  and  the  amounts  to  be  paid,  trans-  ta^ofde^'! 
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1872  ferredy  or  delivered,  are  mentioned  in  a  Schedule  to  such  Order, 
"^^  the  total  of  such  amounts  shall  be  expressed  in  words  at  length  in 
the  body  of  the  Order ;  and  whenever  the  dealing  by  the  Pay- 
master General  with  money  or  securities  in  Court  is  by  an  Order, 
made  contingent  upon  the  execution  of  some  document,  the  docu- 
ment and  the  parties  thereto  by  whom  it  is  to  be  executed,  shall 
be  clearly  indicated  in  an  Order,  or  certificate  of  a  Master  in 
Lunacy,  or  in  a  Chief  Clerk's  certificate,  and  the  execution  of  such 
document  shedl  be  certified  by  a  Chief  Clerk  of  a  Judge  of  the 
Court,  or  by  a  Master  in  Lunacy,  unless  the  Judge  upon  making 
the  Order  by  which  such  execution  is  required  shall  otherwise 
expressly  direct. 

Period  of  com-     8.  When  interest  is,  in  pursuance  of  an  Order  to  be  acted  on  by 

rate  ofinterest  *^^®  Paymaster  General,  to  be  computed  otherwise  than  by  the 

to  be  defined.  Chief  Clerk  of  a  Judge  of  the  Court,  or  by  a  Master  in  Lunacy, 

the  Order  shall  state  the  days  or  times  from  and  up  to  which  the  , 

interest  is  to  be  computed,  and  the  rate  per  cent,  of  such  interest, 

and  whether  or  not  income-tax  is  to  be  deducted. 

Proccodinga  9.  When  moncy  or  securities  are  to  be  paid  into,  or  deposited 
and^epMit*of  ^"»  Court,  such  payment  or  deposit  shall  be  made  with  the  privity 
money  and      qJ  ^Jjq  Paymaster  General,  and  the  Paymaater  General  shall  issue 

securities.  "^  i  . 

a  direction  to  the  Bank  to  receive  and  place  the  same  to  the  credit 
of  the  Chancery  Pay  Office  Account;  and  such  direction  shall 
specify  the  title  of  the  cause  or  matter  to  which  such  money  or 
securities  are  to  be  placed  in  the  books  at  the  Chancery  Pay  Office, 
and  upon  such  money  or  securities  being  so  paid  or  deposited,  the 
Bank  shall  cause  a  receipt  to  be  given  for  the  same,  and  shall  send 
such  direction  to  the  Chancery  Pay  Office,  with  a  certificate  there- 
on, that  the  money  or  securities  therein  specified  have  been 
received,  and  placed  to  the  credit  of  the  Chancery  Pay  Office 
Account. 

Payment.  10.  Money  and  securities  may  be  paid  or  transferred  into,  or 

t^fer  on      deposited  in.  Court,  and  be  placed  in  the  books  at  the  Chancery 

request.         p^^y  Office  to  the  credit  of  a  cause  or  matter,  on  a  direction  to  be 

obtained  from  the  Paymaster  General  upon  the  written  request  of 

the  person  desirous  of  so  paying,  transferring,  or  depositing,  or  of 
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his  solicitor,  withoat  an  order ;  but  no  sach  payment^  transfer,  or  15^2 
deposit  Bhall  be  so  made  to  a  separate  acconnt  in  a  cause  (except  ''^^ 
to  a  secnritjr  for  costs  account),  unless  such  separate  account  has 
been  directed  to  be  opened  by  an  Order  made  either  before  or  after 
the  commencement  of  these  Rules,  and  sudi  request  shall  be  filed 
in  the  Report  Office.  This  Rule  shall  not  apply  to  money,  or 
securities,  directed  by  an  Order  to  be  paid  or  transferred  into,  or 
deposited  ii^  Courts  nor  to  money  or  securities  payable  or  trans- 
ferable into  Courts  in  puisnance  of  an  Act  of  Parliament^  or  a 
general  Order  of  the  Courts  by  which  some  particular  authority  to 
enable  the  payment,  transfer,  or  deposit  to  be  made  is  required. 

1 1.  Every  request  for  a  direction  for  payment  or  transfer  into,  or  Bequest 'to 
deposit  in,  Court  of  money  or  securities  to  be  placed  to  the  credit  ^^^'^^®'^" 
of  a  cause  commenced  since  1st  November,  1852,  shall  contain  the  Ro<»rd* 
title  of  the  cause  and  the  reference  to  the  Record  as  cited  in  the 
preceding  Rule  2,  and  the  correctness  of  such  reference  shall  be 
authenticated  by  the  Official  Seal  of  the  Clerks  of  Records  and 

Writs  being  impressed  on  such  request. 

12.  When  it  is  desired  to  bring  money  into  Court  without  wait-  Mode  of 
ing  the  time  necessary  to  obtain  a  direction  for  the  Bank  to  receive  nioSy^t  the 
the  same  it  may  be  lodged  at  the  Bank  to  the  credit  of  a  Chancery  ^^•^'t  J^^ 
Suspense  Account  (subject  to  being  dealt  with  as  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, and  not  otherwise),  upon  a  written  application  signed  by 

the  person  desiring  to  lodge  the  same,  or  his  solicitor,  and  addressed 
to  the  Bank  ;  and  in  such  application  shall  be  specified  the  amount 
to  be  lodged,  and  the  title  of  the  cause  or  matter  in  Chancery  in 
respect  of  which  the  lodgment  is  desired  to  be  made,  and  upon 
such  lodgment  being  made  one  of  the  cashiers  of  the  Bank  shall 
give  a  certificate  that  the  amount  has  been  lodged  to  the  credit  of 
the  Chancery  Suspense  Account ;  and  in  every  case  the  person 
making  such  lodgment,  or  his  solicitor,  shall  forthvdth  bespeak  the 
direction  for  the  Bank  to  receive  the  money  in  the  manner  pro- 
vided by  the  preceding  Rule  9,  and  produce  such  direction  and 
certificate  at  ihe  Bank,  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  money  so 
previously  lodged  transferred  to  the  Chanoery  Pay  Office  Account, 
and  placed  in  the  boohs  at  the  Chancery  Pay  Offioe  to  the  credit 
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of  the  cause  or  matter  mentioned  in  such  direction,  and  the  receipt 
mentioned  in  the  said  Bule  9  shall  thereupon  be  given  for  such 
money. 

13.  Money  hereafter  paid  into  Court  pursuant  to  the  69th  sec- 
tion of  the  *'  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845/'  in  respect  of 
lands  in  England  or  Wales,  shall  be  placed  in  the  books  at  the 
Chancery  Pay  OflBce  to  the  credit  of  Ex  parte  the  Promoters  of  the 
undertaking,  in  the  Matter  of  the  special  Act  (citing  it),  as  directed 
by  the  said  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,  and  some 
words  shall  be  added  in  each  case  briefly  expressive  of  the  nature 
of  the  disability  to  sell  and  convey,  by  reason  of  which  the  money 
shall  be  so  paid  in,  as  stated  in  the  request  for  the  direction  to 
receive  the  money. 

14.  Money  hereafter  paid  into  Court  pursuant  to  the  Copyhold 
Acts,  shall  be  placed  in  the  books  at  the  Chancery  Pay  Office  to  the 
credit  of  "  Ex  parte  the  Copyhold  Commissioners,"  as  directed  by 
the  said  Acts,  and  in  addition  thereto,  to  the  account  of  the  parti- 
cular manor  in  respect  of  which  the  money  shall  be  so  paid  in ; 
and  in  the  request  for  a  direction  to  receive  such  money  the  name 
and  locality  of  such  particular  manor  shall  be  stated. 

Trooeedings  15.  When  securities  are  to  be  transferred  into  Court,  such 
Becurities  into  transfer  shall  be  made  with  the  privity  of  the  Paymaster  General, 
Court.  gjjj  ^jjQ  Paymaster  Greneral  shall  issue  a  direction  for  the  transfer 

to  be  made  to  the  account  of  the  Paymaster  General  for  the  time 
being  on  behalf  of  the  Court  of  Chancery;  and  such  direction 
shall  specify  the  title  of  the  cause  or  matter  to  which  such  secu- 
rities are  to  be  placed  in  the  books  at  the  Chancery  Pay  Office ;  and 
upon  such  securities  being  so  transferred,  the  Bank,  or  body  cor- 
porate, or  company,  in  whose  books  the  transfer  of  such  securities 
is  made  or  registered,  shall  send  such  direction  to  the  Chancery 
Pay  Office  with  a  certificate  thereon  that  the  securities  therein 
specified  have  been  transferred  to  the  said  account. 


When  money 
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the  Copyhold 
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16.  When  any  such  direction  as  is  mentioned  in  Bules  9  and  15, 
with  a  certificate  thereon  that  the  amount  of  money  or  securities 
therein  mentioned  has  been  so  paid  or  tr^npferred,  or  deposited, 
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shall  be  receiyed  at  the  Chancery  Pay  0£See,  the  Paymaster  1872 
General  shall  file  a  certificate  of  such  payment^  transfer,  or  deposit^ 
and  shall  therein  state  the  title  of  the  canse  or  matter  to  which 
such  amount  of  money  or  securities  ha84)een  placed  in  the  books 
at  the  Chancery  Pay  Office ;  and  an  office  copy  of  such  certificate 
of  the  Paymaster  General  shall  be  receiyed  as  eyidenoe  of  the 
payment  or  transfer  into,  or  deposit  in.  Court  therein  mentioned 
haying  been  made. 

17.  Securities  in  Court  shall  not  be  sold,  transferred,  or  deliyered  Fnods  in 
out,  and  money  in  Court  shall  not  be  paid  out  or  inyested  in  secu-  be  deau'with 
rities  (except  in  the  case  proyided  for  by  Eule  3  of  the  41st  of  the  ®»cep*  in  pu'- 

^         *  '^  /  snance  of  aa 

Consolidated  Orders  of  the  Court,  and  in  the  case  proyided  for  by  Order, 
the  40th  of  these  Bules),  and  money  or  securities  in  Court  shall 
not  be  carried  oyer,  and  a  certificate  shall  not  be  issued  for  the  sale, 
transfer,  or  deliyery  of  securities  in  Court,  unless  in  pursuance  of 
an  order,  or  of  a  certificate  of  a  Master  in  Lunacy,  as  authorized  by 
the  Lunacy  Begnlation  Act,  1853,  and  any  General  Orders  made 
thereunder. 

18.  When  money  in  Court  is  to  be  paid  out  (except  in  the  cases  PaTment  of 
hereinafter  proyided  for),  the  Paynlaster  General  shall  cause  a  cS^  ^* 
cheque  to  be  prepared,  stating  the  title  of  the  cause  or  matter  in 

the  books  at  the  Chancery  Pay  Office  to  which  the  money  paid  is 
to  be  debited,  the  date  of  the  Order  or  other  authority  in  pursuance 
of  which,  and  the  name  of  the  person  to  whom,  the  payment  is  to 
be  made,  and  such  other  particulars  of  such  payment  as  the  Pay- 
master Greneral  may  deem  necessary;  and  such  cheque,  duly 
endorsed  by  the  payee  named  therein,  or  his  lawful  attorney,  shall 
be  a  good  discharge  to  the  Paymaster  Greneral  for  the  amount 
therein  mentioned. 

19.  Money  in  Court  periodically  payable  at  the  commencement  ContiDiiatkn 
of  these  fiules,  shall  continue  to  be  payable  by  the  Paymaster  pa^^u^ 
General  in  pursuance^  and  on  the  authority,  of  the  entries  of  the 
cheques  for  periodical  payments  in  the  receipt  books  in  the 
Accountant  General's  Office,  or  <^  such  other  documents  as  the 
Accoonlaat  General  has  been  accustomed  to  use  in  the  prepara- 
tion of  such  cheques,  without  the  pnrluction  of  the  Orders  and 
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Other  documents  in  pursuance  whereof  such  payments  are  made, 
being  necessary. 

Renewal  of  20.  When  cheques  have  been  signed  by  the  present  Accountant 
ch^uesofthe  General,  or  by  any  of  his  predecessors,  but  have  not  been  paid  at 
GoB^rU*"*  the  Bank  previously  to  tlie  commencement  of  these  Rules,  such 
cheques  shall  be  a  sufficient  authority  to  the  Paymaster  General 
to  cause  payments  to  be  made  to  the  same  persons  and  of  the 
same  amounts  as  are  named  therein,  without  the  production  of  the 
Orders  or  other  documents  in  pursuance  whereof  such  cheques  have 
been  so  signed,  being  necessary. 


Substitution 
of  transfers 
for  payments 
to  official 
persons. 


pByracnt 
and  transfer 
to  repre- 
sentatives 
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21.  When  money  in  Court  is  payable  to  the  Ecclesiastical  Com- 
missioners for  England,  the  Official  Trustees  of  Charitable  Funds, 
the  Official  Liquidator  of  any  Company,  the  Commissioners  for  the 
Eeduction  of  the  National  Debt,  or  to  any  other  official  persons 
for  whom  an  account  is  kept  at  the  Bank,  the  Order  shall  direct  tlio 
amount  so  payable  to  be  transferred,  upon  the  requisition  of 
the  official  persons  to  whom  it  is  due,  to  the  proper  account  (citing 
it),  at  the  Bank,  of  such  official  persons.  And  the  Paymaster 
General  shall,  upon  receiving  such  requisition,  direct  the  Bank  to 
write  off  from  the  Chancery  Pay  Office  Account  the  amount  so  pay- 
able, and  to  place  it  to  the  account  at  the  Bank  mentioned  in  such 
Order,  and  shall  debit  the  proper  account  in  the  books  at  the 
Chancery  Pay  Office  therewith. 

22.  When  money  in  Court  is  payable,  or  securities  in  Court  are 
transferable  or  deliverable  to  any  person  named  or  described  in  an 
Order  (except  to  a  person  therein  expressed  to  be  entitled  as  a 
trustee,  executor,  or  administrator,  or  entitled  in  any  character 
other  than  in  his  own  right),  the  same,  or  any  portion  thereof  for 
the  time  being  remaining  unpaid  or  untransferred  or  undelivered, 
may,  on  proof  of  the  death  of  such  person,  whether  before,  on,  or 
after  the  date  of  such  Order,  be  paid  or  transferred  or  debvered 
to  the  legal  personal  representatives  of  such  deceased  person,  or  to 
the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them ;  and  when  money  in  Court  is  by 
an  Order  directed  to  be  paid  to  any  persons  described  in  an  Order 
or  a  Chief  Clerk's  certificate  as  co-partners,  such  money  may  be 
paid  to  any  one  or  more  of  such  co-partners. 
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23.  When  an  Order,  or  a  certificate  of  a  Master  in  Lunacy,        1872 
directs  the  carrying  over  of  money  or  securities  in  Court,  or  the  paymaster 
investment,  or  placing  on  deposit  (subject  to  Rule  52),  or  payment  ^^^^^^^ 
out  of  money  in  Court,  the  Paymaster  General  may  defer  giving  on  directions 
effect  to  such  direction  until  a  request  in  writing  to  give  effect  without  ro- 
thereto  has  been  left  at  the  Chancery  Pay  Office ;  but  it  shall  be  ^^^^' 

the  duty  of  the  solicitor  for  the  person  having  the  carriage  of  such 
Order  or  certificate  to  leave  it  and  such  request  at  the  Chancery 
Pay  Office  without  unnecessary  delay. 

24.  When  money  in  Court  is,  in  pursuance  of  an  Order  as  inTectmont 
defined  by  the  2nd  of  these  Bules,  or  of  Rule  3  of  the  41st  of  the  ""^  '^''^' 
Consolidated  Orders  of  the  Court,  or  of  a  request  as  provided  for 

by  the  40th  of  these  Rules,  to  be  invested  in  specified  securities, 
the  Paymaster  General  shall  direct  the  money  to  be  paid  to  the 
broker  conditionally  upon  his  causing  such  securities  to  bo  trans- 
ferred or  deposited  to  the  account  of  the  Paymaster  General  for 
the  time  being  on  behalf  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  the  cheque 
for  such  money  shall  specify  the  title  of  the  cause  or  matter  to 
which  the  securities  purchased  are  to  be  placed  in  the  books  at 
the  Chancery  Pay  Office ;  and  the  Bank,  or  body  corporate,  or  com- 
pany, in  whose  books  or  with  whom  the  transfer  or  deposit  of 
such  securities  shall  be  made  or  registered,  shall  cause  a  certificate 
of  such  transfer  or  deposit  to  be  issued,  and  such  a  certificate  pur- 
porting to  be  issued  by  the  Bank,  or  body  corporate,  or  company 
aforesaid,  shall  be  sofficient  evidence,  for  all  purposes,  that  such 
transfer  or  deposit  as  therein  mentioned  has  been  actually  made ; 
and  the  securities  so  transferred  or  deposited  shall  be  placed  in 
tlie  books  at  the  Chancery  Pay  Office  to  the  same  credit  b»  that 
to  which  the  said  money  was  standing  at  the  time  of  sodi  invest- 
ment^ unksB  the  Order  authorizing  sack  investment  shall  otherwise 
direct 

25*  When  seeorities  in  Court  are  to  be  sold,  the  Paymaster  &ii^ '^^'f 
General  shall  ianie  adiiection  to  the  Bank  to  receive  the  proceeds  '^*^^^' 
of  sock  sale^  and  to  place  them  to  the  Chancery  Pay  Oflbae  Acooont, 
and  shall  ^ecafy  in  sudi  dsieetion  the  title  of  the  caose  or  matter 
to  the  credit  of  which  sndi  proceeds  are  to  be  placed  in  the  boc^ 
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at  the  Chancery  Pay  Office,  and  such  title  shall  be  the  title  of  the 
cause  or  matter  to  the  credit  of  whick  the  securities  were  standing 
at  the  time  of  such  sale;  and  the  Bank,  or  body  corporate,  or  com- 
pany, in  whose  books,  or  with  whom,  the  securities  to  be  sold  are 
standing  or  deposited,  shall,  upon  the  production  of  the  receipt 
from  the  Bank  for  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  and  of  a  certificate  of 
a  Begistrar  of  the  Court,  or  a  Master  or  Begistrar  in  Lunacy, 
countersigued  by  the  Paymaster  General,  authorizing  such  sale, 
cause  the  trans.^er  or  delivery  of  the  securities  necessary  to  com- 
plete the  sale,  to  be  made  by  their  proper  officer. 

26.  When  securities  in  Court  are  to  be  transferred  or  delivered 
out,  the  Paymaster  General  shall  issi^e  a  direction  for  such  transfer 
or  delivery,  and  specify  in  such  direction  the  title  of  the  cause  or 
matter  to  the  credit  of  which  such  securities  shall  be  standing  in 
the  books  at  the  Chancery  Pay  Office,  and  the  amount  and  descrip- 
tion of  the  securities  to  be  transferred  or  delivered,  and  the  name 
of  the  person  to  whom  the  transfer  or  delivery  is  to  be  made ;  and 
upon  the  receipt  of  such  direction,  and  of  a  certificate  of  a  Begis- 
trar of  the  Court,  or  a  Master  or  Begistrar  in  Lunacy,  counter- 
signed by  the  Paymaster  General,  authorizing  such  transfer  or 
delivery,  the  Bank,  or  body  corporate,  or  company,  in  whose  books, 
or  with  whom,  such  securities  shall  be  standing  or  deposited,  shall 
cause  such  transfer  or  delivery  to  be  made  by  their  proper  officer, 
and  shall  send  such  direction  to  the  Chancery  Pay  Office,  with  a 
certificate  thereon  that  the  transfer  or  delivery  therein  mentioned 
has  been  made  to  the  person  named  therein. 

» 

27.  When  securities  in  Court  are  directed  to  be  transferred  or 
delivered  out,  dividends  accruing  thereon  subsequently  to  the  date 
of  the  Order  directing  the  transfer  or  delivery  (when  the  amount 
of  the  securities  to  be  transferred  or  delivered  is  specified  in  such 
Order,  or,  if  not  so  specified,  then  subsequently  to  the  time  when 
the  amount  of  such  securities  is  ascertained),  shall  be  paid  to  the 
persons  to  whom  the  securities  are  to  be  transferred  or  delivered, 
unless  such  Order  otherwise  directs.  And  when,  pursuant  to  a 
general  or  other,  previous  Order,  dividends  have  been  invested, 
which,  but  for  such  investment,  would,  under  the  Order  directing 


Ca.  Voi.  TIL]  BtXES  DC  CttAXCEBY.  xlv 

the  tiassrer  or  delivery^  be  payable  to  the  persons  to  whom  the  1S72 
securities  on  which  they  have  ace  mod  are  directed  to  be  trans*  "^"^ 
ferred  or  deliyered ;  the  securities  purchased  with  such  dividends, 
and  any  dividends  accrued  in  respect  thereof  shall,  unle^  other* 
wise  directed,  be  transferred  or  delirered  and  paid  to  the  same 
persons ;  and  the  B^istrars  of  the  Court,  and  the  Masters  and 
Registrar  in  Lunacy,  may,  upon  production  to  them  of  a  certificate 
of  such  iuTestment,  issue  certificates  for  such  transfer  or  delivery  ; 
and  when  securities  in  Court  are  directed  to  be  realised,  and  the 
whole  of  the  proceeds  paid  out  or  carried  over  in  one  sum  or  in 
aliquot  parts,  any  dividends  accruing  on  such  securities  subsequent 
to  the  date  of  the  Order  directing  the  realisation,  if  the  amount  of 
such  securities  is  specified  in  the  Order,  or,  if  not  so  specified, 
subsequent  to  the  time  when  such  amount  is  ascertained,  shall  be 
added  to  such  proceeds,  and  applied  in  like  manner  therewith, 
unless  such  Order  otherwise  directs. 

28.  When  a  specific  amount  of  Government  securities  in  Court  GonTenjon 
(consisting  of  not  less  than  £1000  Consolidated  £3  per  Centum  substituteii 
Annuities,  or  £1000  Beduced  £3  per  Centum  Annuities,  or  £1000  ^"^  ""^^ 
New  £3  per  Centum  Annuities)  shall  be  required  to  be  realised, 
the  Order,  instead  of  directing  a  sale  of  such  securities,  shall  direct 
thesame  to  be  converted  into  cash,  unless  the  Court  on  pronouncing 
such  Order  shall  otherwise  direct,  and  thereupon  such  securities 
shall  be  transferred  to  the  Commissioners  for  the  Beduction  of  the 
National  Debt  on  behalf  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  as  provided  by 
the  52nd  of  these  Bules,  and  no  such  conversion  shall  be  made  of 
an  amount  less  than  £1000  of  such  securities,  except  for  the 
purpose  of  placing  on  deposit  the  value  of  such  securities. 

20.  Every  certificate  for  the  sale,  transfer,  or  delivery  of  securi-  Certifloatca 
ties  in  Court  shall  express  the  exact  amount  of  money  to  be  raised  of  Becuritii  s. 
by  sale,  or  the  exact  amount  and  description  of  securities  to  be 
sold,  transferredi  or  delivered  out ;  and  no  such  certificate  shall  be 
issued  by  a  Master  in  Lunacy,  except  on  the  production  of  an  office 
coj^  of  the  report  of  a  Master  in  Lnnaey  confirmed  by  fiat;  nor  by 
the  Begifitiar  in  Lunaey,  except  on  the  production  of  an  office  copy 
of  the  Order  in  Lunacy ;  nor  by  a  Begistrar  of  the  Court,  except  on  • 


xlvi  EULES  IN  CHANCERY.  IGn.  Vol.  VII. 

1872        the  production  of  the  original  Order,  or  an  oflSce  copy  thereof  if 
"^^       the  absence  of  the  original  Order  shall  be  accounted  for  to  the 
satisfaction  of  such  Begistrar. 

Certificates  30.  The  Paymaster  General,  upon  a  request  in  writing  made  by 
Court.^  ^  ^^  ^^  behalf  of  a  person  claiming  to  be  interested  in  money  or 
securities  standing  in  the  books  at  the  Chancery  Fay  Office  to  the 
credit  of  a  cause  or  matter  stated  in  such  request,  may,  in  his  dis- 
cretion grant,  for  the  information  of  a  Judge  or  an  officer  of  the 
Court,  a  certificate  of  the  amount  and  description  of  such  money 
or  securities,  and  such  certificate  shall  have  reference  to  the  morn- 
ing of  the  day  of  the  date  thereof,  and  not  include  the  transactions 
of  that  day,  and  the  Paymaster  General  shall  notify  on  such  certi- 
ficate the  dates  of  any  Orders  restraining  the  transfer,  sale,  delivery 
out,  or  payment,  or  other  dealing  with  the  securities  or  money  in 
Court  to  the  credit  of  the  cause  or  matter  mentioned  in  such  cer- 
tificate, and  any  charging  Orders,  afiEecting  such  securities  or 
money,  of  which  respectiyely  he  has  had  notice ;  and  when  a  cause 
or  matter  has  been  inserted  in  the  list  referred  to  in  Eule  54,  the 
fact  shall  be  notified  on  the  certificate  relating  thereto,  and  the 
Paymaster  General  may  also,  in  his  discretion,  upon  a  like  request? 
grant  a  transcript  of  the  account  in  any  cause  or  matter  in  the  books 
at  the  Chancery  Pay  Office. 

CoHificaiea  31.  When  securities  have  been  purchased,  sold,  transferred,  or 
saier&c.  '  deliyered  out,  or  money  or  securities  have  been  carried  over,  or 
otherwise  dealt  with  in  the  books  at  the  Chancery  Pay  Office,  the 
Paymaster  General  may  in  his  discretion  issue  a  certificate  thereof, 
upon  a  request  in  writing  made  by  or  on  behalf  of  any  person 
claiming  to  be  interested  in  such  money  or  securities. 

Information         32.  The  Paymaster  General  may  in  his  discretion,  on  a  request 
actions?  "*      ^^  writing,  supply  such  information  with  respect  to  any  transactions 

in  the  Chancery  Pay  Office,  as  may  from  time  to  time  be  required 

in  any  particular  case. 

Placing  33.  Subject  to  any  exceptions  in  these  Rules,  money  in  Court 

^  deposit.      P^^^   ^  before  the  commencement  of  the  Court  of  Chancery 
(Funds)  Act,  1872  (other  than  money  paid  in  pursuant  to  the 


on 
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Copyhold  Acts,  or  to  the  69tli  s^otloa  of  the  Laads  Clauses  CVn«  ISTS 
fiolidation  Act,  1815),  and  money  arising  by  the  sale,  conversion, 
or  payment  off  ol  secnrities  in  Court,  or  dividends  accruing  on 
secorities  in  Conit,  or  money  brought  over  from  the  credit  of  some 
other  cause  or  matter  or  otherwise  placed,  either  before  or  after 
such  commencement,  to  the  credit  of  a  cause  or  matter  in  the 
books  at  the  Chancery  Pay  Office,  shall  be  placed  on  deposit  on  a 
request  in  writing  to  the  Paymaster  Greneral  signed  by  any  person 
claiming  to  be  interested  in  such  money,  or  by  his  solicitor ;  and, 
subject  as  aforesaid,  all  money  paid  into  Court  after  the  oommenoe- 
ment  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  (Funds)  Act,  1872,  shall  be  placed 
on  deposit  without  a  request  for  that  purpose. 

34.  If  a  direction  in  an  Order  dealing  with  money  in  Court  Money  not 
otherwise  than  by  directing  it  to  be  placed  on  deposit^  whether  on  deiK^it  in 
such  money  has  been  paid  in  before  or  after  the  oommenoement  ^"^ 

of  the  Court  of  Chancery  (Funds)  Act,  1872,  is  brought  under  the 
notice  of  the  Paymaster  General,  or  if  a  request  in  ^vriting  by  a 
solicitor  acting  on  behalf  of  any  person  claiming  to  bo  entitled  to 
or  interested  in  money  in  Court,  paid  in  after  the  comm^cement 
of  the  same  Act,  that  such  money  may  not  be  placed  on  deposit, 
is  left  at  the  Chancery  Pay  Office,  such  money  respectively  shall 
not  be  placed  on  deposit,  but  the  person  making  such  request  may 
at  any  time  withdraw  the  same,  and  by  a  like  request  in  writing 
require  the  money  to  be  placed  on  deposit 

35.  Money  in  Court  shall  be  placed  on  deposit  as  soon  as  con-  Timo  of 
veniently  may  be  after  it  is  paid  in,  or,  when  a  request  to  place  it  ou*dqH»ia!"^^ 
on  deposit  is  required,  according  to  the  last  two  preceding  Bulos, 

as  soon  as  conveniently  may  be  after  such  request  is  left  at  tho 
Chancery  Pay  Office,  but  the  placing  of  money  in  Court  on 
deposit  shall  not  be  deferred  beyond  the  last  day  of  the  month  in 
which  the  money  shall  be  paid  into  Court,  or  in  which  the  request 
shall  be  left  at  the  Chancery  Pay  Office. 

36.  Money  in  Court  paid  in  in  pursuance  of  the  Act  of  the  Exclusion 
session  of  the  ninth  and  tenth  years  of  the  reign  of  Her  present  paid  in 
Majesty,  chapter  twenty,  intituled  **  An  Act  to  amend  an  Act  of  y^^^^^'^'^gV^ 
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of  money  on 
deposit. 


the  second  yeai*  of  Her  present  Majesty,  pfovirfing  for  the  cuaft<idy 
of  certain  moneyB  paid  in  pursuance  of  the  Standing  Orders  of 
either  Housd  of  Parliament  by  grabscribers  to  works  or  nndter- 
takings  to  be  effected*  under  the  authority  of  Parliament,"  or  of  any 
Act  amending  the  same,  or  money  in  Court  paid  in  to  the  Ap^al 
Deposit  Account,  shall  not  be  placed  on  deposit,  ' 

37.  Except  in  the  case  of  money  paid  into  Court  to  the  credit  of 
a  cause,  or  matter,  to  the  credit  of  whi<5h  money  on  deposit  ^lall 
be  standing  at  the  time  of  such  payment,  a  sum  of  money  less  tikn 
£3  shall  not  be  placed  on  deposit,  nor  shall  a  sum  of  money'  less 
than  £3  remain  on  deposit.   ' 

38.  A  som  of  money  in  Court  less  l&an  d5100  shall  not  be 
inyeeted  in  parsuanoe  of  an  Order  made  after  the  commencement 
of  these  Boles,  unless  such  Order  diall  direct  the  investment 
to  be  made  notwithstanding  that  the  som  shall  not  amount  to 
£100. 

This  Bule  shall  extend  to  the  investmept  of  dividends  accruing 
on  securities  in  Court,  which,  by  an  Order,  have  been,  or  may  be, 
directed  to  be  invested,  and  such  dividends,  when  amounting  to 
less  than  £100  half-yearly,  are  (subject  to  Eule  37)  to  be  placed 
on  deposit  until  by  accumulation  they  amount  to  a  sum  not  less 
than  £100,  when  such  sum  shall,  upon  a  request  in  writing  by  or 
on  behalf  of  any  person  claiming  to  be  entitled  thereto  or  interested 
therein,  be  withdrawn  from  deposit  and  invested  as  directed  by 
such  Order. 

39.  When  an  Order  containing  directions  dealing  with  money  on 
deposit,  or  with  money  which  after  the  date  of  the  Order  has 
been  placed  and  still  remains  on  deposit,  is  brought  to  ilie 
Chancery  Pay  Office  to  have  such  directions  acted  on,  such  money, 
or  so  much  thereof  as  may  be  sufficient  to  meet  the  requirements 
of  the  Order,  may,  on  a  request  in  writing  signed  by  a  person 
claiming  to  be  entitled  thereto  or  interested  therein,  or  by  a  solicitor 
acting  on  his  behalf,  be  withdrawn  from  deposit  and  applied  as 
directed  by  the  Order,  subject^  ad  to  investment  of  money,  to  the 
last  preceding  Bule. 
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40.  Bale  11  of  the  Ist  of  the  said  Consolidated  Orders  is  hereby       1672 
abrogated :   Provided  that  the  dividends  accruing  on  securities  ^  . . 
purchased  as  mentioned  in  such  Bule,  previously  to  the  com-  Id  under 
•mencement  of  these  Rules,  may  (subject  to  Bule  38)  be  invested  o.  52,  may 
in  like  manner  as  if  the  said  Bule  11  had  not  been  abrogated.        ^  reooei^ 

Andy  for  the  said  Bule  11  so  abrogated,  the  following  Bule 
ehall  be  substituted : — 

Any  money,  amounting  to  or  exceeding  £100,  paid  into  the 
Bank  pursuant  to  the  Statute  36th  George  3rd,  o*  52,  s.  32, 
shall,  upon  a  written  request  of  the  person  so  paying  it  in,  or  his 
solicitor,  or  upon  a  written  request  made  by  or  on  behalf  of  any 
person  claiming  to  be  entitled  thereto  or  interested  therein,  be 
invested  by  the  Paymaster  General,  without  any  Order  for  that 
purpose,  in  Consolidated  £3  per  Centum  Annuities,  and  the  divi- 
dends on  such  annuities,  and  all  accumulations  thereon,  shall 
(subject  to  Bule  88)  be  invested  in  like  manner,  without  any 
Order  for  t  hat  purpose,  and  if  such  money  shall  have  been  placed 
on  deposit  before  such  request  shall  be  left  at  the  Chancery 
Pay  OfBce,  the  money  and  any  interest  thereon  shall,  upon  a  like 
request,  be  withdrawn  from  deposit,  and  invested  as  before 
mentioned. 

41.  In  all  cases,  upon  a  request  in  writing  by  a  solicitor  acting  investing 
on  behalf  of  any  person  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  or  interested  in  ^epoe^te^^ 
money  or  securities  in  Court,  that  no  more  dividends  or  interest  ^'^^^^^^^^  ®° 
accruing  on  any  particular  securities,  or  on  any  specified  sum  of 

money  on  deposit,  may  be  placed  on  deposit,  or  invested,  being  at 
•iXBj  time  left  at  the  Chancery  Pay  Office,  the  Paymaster  General 
shall  be  at  1  iberty  to  cease  to  place  on  deposit,  or  invest,  any  more 
•dividends  or  interest  accruing  on  such  securities  or  on  such  specified 
sum,  until  he  has  had  notice  that  the  Court  has  made  some  order 
in  that  behalf. 

42.  Interest  upon  money  placed  on  deposit  shall  not  be  com-  Limit  of 
puted  on  a  fraction  of  one  pound.  amount  on 

*  which  mt^re&t 

is  to  be  computed. 

43.  Interest  shall  accrue  by  calendar  months,  and  shall  not  be  Time  at  which 
<H)mputed  for  a  broken  period  of  a  calendar  month,  and  shall  begin  ^t^n" 
on,  and  be  computed  for,  the  first  day  of  the  calendar  month  next  "^^  ^^^* 
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1872  after  the  money  shall  be  placed  on  4epo8ity  and  when  interest  ahall 
accrue  nnder  this  rul^  such  interest  shall  be  computed  up  to,  and 
inclusive  of,  and  shall  cease  on,  the  last  day  of  the  calendar  month 
which  shall  next  precede  the  day  on  which  the  money  in  respect, 
of  which  it  shall  accrue,  shall  be  withdrawn  from  deposit. 

Time  at  which  44.  Intefeflt  due  on  the  3  tst  of  March  and  the  30th  of  September 
be  credited,  m  evoFy  year,  on  money  then  on  deposit,  shall  be  credited  by.  the 
PayoMster  Genwal  to  the  ciiuse  or  matter  to  the  credit  of  whi«b 
suoh  money  is  standing,  on  or  beforo  the  20th  day  of  the  following 
month;  and  when  money  on  depoeit,  or  any  part  thereof,  shall  be 
withdrawn  from  deposit  (except  as  to  money  withdrawn  during 
the  months  of  April  and  October)  the  interest  aocrued,  but  not 
.credited,  on  the  money  withdrawn  shall  be  creditedi  at  the  tinxa  of 
withdmwa1>  to  the  cause  or  matter  to  the  credit  of  which  the  money 
shall  be  standing  at  the  tiooe  it  shsll  he  withdrawn^ 

Bole  as  to  45.  When  money  on  deposit  standing  to  the  credit  of  a  cause 

tinted  as  0^  matter  consists  of  sums  which  have  been  placed  on  deposit  at 

fiom^poait  ^1^^'^'®^*  times,  and  an  Order  is  made  for  dealing  with  the  money 

for  the  pur-  gtandiuff  to  the  credit  of  such  cause  or  matter,  and  part  of  such 

poee  of  calou*  , 

fating  interest  money  has  to  be  withdrawn  from  deposit  for  the  purpose  of  exe^ 
cuting  such  Order,  the  part  or  parts  of  such  money  last  placed  and 
remaining  on  deposit  at  the  time  of  such  withdrawal,  shall,  for  the 
purpose  of  computing  interest,  be  treated  as  so  withdrawn,  unless 
thie  order  shall  otherwise  direct. 

Placing  of         46.  Until  a  direction  in  an  Order  dealing  with  interest  on  money 
deposit.  on  deposit,  credited  to  a  cause  or  matter  as  due  on  either  of  the 

days  mentioned  in  Eule  44  has  been  brought  under  the  Paymaster 
General's  notice,  such  interest  shall  (subject  to  Kule  37)  be  placed 
on  deposit,  and  shall  be  treated  as  placed  on  deposit  on  the  day  on 
which  it  shall  be  due. 

AppUcation        47^  When  an  Order  directs  money  in  Oourt  to  be  invested,  and 

of  interest  on  ,  i.i^ji 

money  on       subsequently  to  the  date  of  such  Order  the  money  shall  have  been 
ducted  to  b^  placed  on  deposit,  interest  accruing  in  respect  of  such  money  may 
invested.        y^^  applied  in  the  same  manner  as  the  dividends  arising  from  such 
investment  are  directed  to  be  applied. 
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48.  When  money  on  deposit  is  by  an  Order  directed  to  be  dealt        1872 


withy  such  money  shall  be  withdrawn  from  deposit  as  soon  as  may  ^ ,  ..  . 
be  after  a  request  in  writing  for  sach  withdrawal  has  been  left  at  time  for 
the  Chancery  Pay  Office,  bat  such  withdrawal  shall  not  be  deferred  2J^  deporit. 
beyond  a  week  after  the  leaving  of  such  request. 

49.  The  Paymaster  General  AikYL  flrom  time  to  time,  but  hot  Tnmforof 
oftener  than  once  a  week,  place  in  the  hands  of  the  Commissioners  to^Somini*- 
for  the  Eeduction  of  the  National  Debt,  any  exdess  of  the  common  r^^J^^  ^f 
and  general  cash  of  the  suitors  of  the  Court  beyond  the  amount  National 
whidi  in  his  opinion  is  required  for  the  purpose  of  making  current 
payments,  and  (or  that  purpose  the  Paymaster  Greneral  ahall  send 

to  the  Bank  a  direction  to  write  off  from  the  Chancery  Pay  Office 
Account,  and  to  place  to  the  oredit  of  the  account  of  the  said  Oom* 
missionera  on  behalf  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  the  amoimt  of  cash 
specified  in  such  direction,  and  shall  send  to  the  said  OommissioBeTS 
a  notification  thereof. 

50.  When  the  Paymaster  General  shall  recpiir^  for  the  purpose  Repayment 
of  making  current  payments,  any  money  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  nonex^^for 
said  Oommissioaers,  he  shall  send  to  them  a  request  in  writing  ^^^^  ^ 
to  pay  the  sum  of  money  specified  hi  such  request,  and  the  said  i^^t. 
Commissioners  shall,  within  one  week  after  the  receipt  by  them  of 

such  request,  cause  the  Bank  to  plaoe  to  the  credit  of  the  Chancery 
Pay  Office  account  the  sum  specified  in  such  request 

* 

51.  The  said  Commissioners  shall,  as  soon  as  may  be  after  the  Gredltine  of 
fitb  of  Ajpril  and  6th  of  October  in  every  year,  credit  the  account  Gonunis- 
to  be  kept  by  them,  of  moneys  placcjd  in  their  hands  by  the  Pay-  "**^'*^- 
master  General  on  behalf  of  the  Court  of  Ch^x^ery  with  such  sum 

as  the  Paymaster  General  shall  certify  to  be  the  amount  of  the 
interest  which  has  accrued  during  the  six  calendar  months  preceding 
the  1st  of  April  and  the  1st  of  October  respectirely  on  money  on 
deposit^  and  shall  cause  the  amount  of  Income  Tax  chargeable  on 
such  interest  to  be  paid  over  to  the  Beceiver  General  of  Inland 
Berenue. 

52.  Wlien  Government  securities  in  Court  (consisting  of  Con-  ConrePBion  of 
solidated  £3  per  Centum  Annuities,  or  Eeduced  £3  per  Centum  ^cStoJT** 
Annuities,  or  New  £3  per  Centum  Annuities),  are  by  an  Order 
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1S72      .  directed  to  be  ^onyerted  into  cash^  a  BegUtrar  of  the  Conrt^  or  a 
Master  or  Begistrar  in  Lunacy^  shall  issue  a  certificate  for  the 
transfer  of  sach  securities  to  the  Commissioners  for  the  Beductiob 
I  of  the  National  Debt  on  behalf  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  the 
.paymaster  General,  upon  reoeiving;  such  certificate,  shall  send  to 
'  the  said  Oommissionens  a  notification  that  such  transfer  will  take 
.  plaoe,  with  a  request  that  the  amount  of  cash  which  is  the  value 
.  of  Boch  securities,  according  to^the  average  price  thereof  on  tJie 
day  of  transfer,  or  (if  there  should  happen  to  be  no  average  price 
r  (m  that  day)  on  the  next  foUomng  day  on  which  there  shall  be  an 
.  average  price  thereof,  may  be  placed  to  the  iaccount  to  b  e  kept  by 
''■  the  said  Gommissioners  of  money  placed  in  their  hands  by  tiie 
,   Paymaster  General,  such  value  to  be  determined  by  the  said  Com- 
missioners in  the  manner  provided  by  the  next  following  Btile. 
And  the  Paymaster  General,  upon  receiving  a  certificate  from  ^e 
.  sidd  Commispioners  that  .the  amount  of  cash  which  is  the  value  of 
.«iioh  securities,  de^cmined  as  aforesaid^  has  been  iplacekl  to  the 
acocHint  ol  money  due  from.jthem  to  him,  shall  credit  the  account 
I  m  the  boolfiS  at  the  Ohanpery  P^y  Office  upon  which  such  seen  rities 
were  0tai)diiig  at  the  tinote  of  the  transfer,  with  such  cash ;  and 
"  whea  such  cask  shall  ,be  directed  by  the  Order  to  be  placed  on 
.  idepoait^  itahaU  be  deemecl  ^  have  been  placed  on  deposit,  without 
i.areqaest  for  that  puipose,  iQa.the  day. on  which  the  securities  in 
respect  of  which  it  shall  be  due  from  the  said  Commissioners  were 
}  (  tWMrfmed  to  tl^jBX. 


I  \t 
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Afloertaining..  .  53.  The  value  of  Government  securities  of  the  descriptians 

Tftlue  of  *  ■        , 

Goreniraeiitr  mentipaed  in  the  last  preceding  Bule  shall, ' for  tiie'  puf*poses  of 
"^^""***^  J I  jtbesMd  Act  and  of  thase  Bules,  or  o^  an  Ord^r  when  equivalent 
^  .^inqQn,ts  are  to  be  dealt  with,  be  ascertained  according  to  'ihe 
, .  aTe;cage.  prip^  of  the  securities  appearing  in  the  accomit  trans- 
;. .  jaittedto  the  Comptroller  (jrenerat  of  the  said  tJommissioners  by 
.  r  the  cashiers  of  th^  Bank,  a  copy  wherebt  shall  be  ^ht  daily  by  the 
[,/BauktotheCWceryPaybffi'^r  "'    ■•'  '"    ' '^     ^  - 

List  of  ^^  .,  54.  As  soon  as  conyenientTy  teay  b^'U'tt^'tlifef^fiii^i^  ofOetcrber, 
fup'ditote  . ;  W73,  and  after  the  sime  day  k  every^ucceeding  tb^'id^eai^ttlist 
^e  ail^      shall  be  prepared  by  the  "PAyinadter  Qteriei*^'  iiaiit  Sled  jn  the 

exhibited. 
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Beport  Qffioe^  and  a  oqpj  thereof  shall  be  inserted  in  the  Londom  1872 
QaaeUe^  and  exhibited  in  the  several  offices  of  the  Court,  ct  the 
titles  of  the  causes  and  matters  in  the  books  at  the  Chancery  Fifty 
QSoe  (other  than  the  causes  or  matters  referred  to  in  the  nest  fol- 
raleX  whereon  money,  or  securities,  may  be  standing  and 
causes  and  matters  have  not  been  dealt  widi  by  the  Aocoan- 
tant  General  or  by  the  Paymaster  Greneral  (otherwise  than  by  the 
continuous  investment  or  placing  on  deposit  of  dividends),  during 
the  fifteen  years  immediately  preceding  such  first  of  October,  and 
no  inibrmation  shall  be  given  by  the  Paymaster  General  respect- 
ing the  funds  standing  to  the  credit  of  a  cause  or  matter  contained 
in  any  such  list  untQ  he  has  been  furnished  with  a  statement  in 
ifriting  by  a  solicitor  requiring  such  information,  of  the  name  of 
the  peiaon  on  whose  behalf  he  applies,  and  that,  in  such  solicitor's 
opinion,  the  applicant  is  beneficially  interested  in  such  ftmds. 


,t55.  As  soon  a^  conveniently  may  be  after  the  first  of  Ootober,  Transfer  of 
1873,  and  the  same  day  in  each  succeeding  year,  the  Paymaster-  toNationir** 
peneral  shall  carry  over,  to  an  account  in  the  books  at  the  ^J^^^J^' 
.  Chancery  Pay  Office,  entitled  ^'  Account  of  Suitors*  Balances  under 
jS5/'  the  money  and  securities  standing  in  such  bodks  to  the  credit 
(oS  the  causes  or  matters  where  the  money  and  securities  shall  not 
together  amount  to  £5,  and  on  which  the  money  or  securities  shall 
l)pt  have  been  dealt  with  during  the  ptecediiig  tWelte  calendar 
months.  '  /  - 

The  Bank,  upon  an  Order  of  the  Lord  Chancellor,  and  witkbut 
.  ,^;cbeq;)€r  ot  the.Payii^aster  General  as  to  money,  but  on  a  certifi- 
•  Cftte  of  a  Begistrar  of  the  Court,  countersigned  by  the  Paymaster 
Pe9teral«  as  %q  Govecnment  securities,  shall  transfer  to  the  account 
..of  the  Ccaqmissioners  for  the  Beduction  of  the  National  Debt  such 
•^gmoxvita  of  money  .^d  Grovemment  securities  as  may  appear  by  a 
»  ceiitificate  of  the  Paymf^r  General  (a  duplicate  whereof  dhall  be 
fj^l^)  to  ^havi^^  ]>eGa  bo  4sarried  over,  and  the  ^d^Cbmmissioners 
shall  apply  all  money  transferred,  to  them  ini  pursuance  of  this 
Bule  in  the  same  manner  as  if  such  money  wefb  a  surplbs  of  annual 
iiflfQTe(vui^^;8Qfhfff^ri7i^.oxf|r,|^d  application  shall  be  without 
."(pnejfidieeb^jtbe  jTjjgbt,;.of  any  pcraon  to  whom  eucji  money  or 
^.ifeoaritiM  ip§X  lj»4]j^f^enB4  to.  he.pid  oy  tran^erred,  to  apply  fo  the 


\/. .  ' 


•        • 
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Certain 
aeoounts 
excepted 
therefh)^. 


Statutory 
declarations 
substituted 
for  affidavits. 


Solicitors  to 
insert  their 
names  and 
addresses  on 
documents 
left  in  the 
Paymaster 
General's 
Office. 

Title  of 
accounts  not 
to  exceed 
limited  num- 
ber of  words. 


Treasury  for,  and  to  obtain  payment  or  transfer  thereof,  together 
with  any  dividends  that  shall  have  accrued  on  such  securities. 

^6.  The  provisions  of  the  last  preceding  Bule  are  not  to  extend  to 
the  causeS;  or  matb&rs  tQ  the  credit  of:  which  t^ore  ie  iponey  for 
which  a  cheque  has  been  signed  by  the  Accountant  General,  or 
may  have  been  signed  by  the  Paymastet;  General,  although  such 
cheque  may  not  have  been  delivered  out. 

57.  When  evidence  is  required  by  the  Paymaster  General  for 
carrying  into  effect  a  direction  in  an  Order,  or  otherwise,  statutory 
declarations  under  the  Act  of  dfth  and  sixth  WiUiam  the  Fourth, 
chapter  sixty-two,  may,  uple3s  the  Ord^  shall  otherwise  direct,  be 
received  and  acted  on  instead  of  affidavits,  and  such  statutory 
declarations  shall  be  filed  in  the  Beport  Office  when  the  Paymaster 
General  shall  consider  it  necessary. 

58w  Every  Order  or  request  thi^t  may  be  left  at  the  Chaaceiy 
Pay  Office,  and  every  statutory  declaration  or  other  document 
required  to  be  retained  there  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  into  effect 
an  order,  shall  have  legibly  written  therepn  the  name  and  address 
of  a  solicitor. 

59.  The  length  of  the  title  of  any  account  hereafter  directed  or 
requested  to  be  raised  in  the  boohs  at  the  Chancery  Pay  Office  is 
not  to  exceed  thirty-six  words,  exclusive  of  the  reference  to  the 
Becord,  as  defined  in  Rule  2,  and  four  figures  in  such  title  are  to 
be  reckoned  as  one  word ;  but  this  Bule  shall  not  apply  to  any 
account  which  has  been  directed  to  be  raised  by  an  Order  made 
before  the  commencement  of  these  Bules. 


Documenrts  60.  All  documents  by  these  Bviles  directed  to  be  filed  shall  be 

Report  Office.  ^^^^  >^  ^^^  Beport  Office  of  the  Court,  and  an  index  thereof  shall 


be  made  and  kept  there. 


S^LBOBNE,  C^ 


We  certify  that  these  Bules  are  made  with  the  concurrence  of 
the  Commissioners  of  Her  Majesty's  Treasury. 

B.  LowK. 

W.  H.  Gladstone. 


Ch.VouVIL}  OBDEBS.DJ  CHAN(»RX.  It 
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ORDERS    OF   COURT, 

nnncB 

THE  COURT  OF  CHANCERY  (FUNDS)  ACT,  1872, 

86  fr  96  VICT.  c.  a. 
The  2Zrd  dory  «/  Dtctmber^  1872. 


The  Bight  Hohoitrable  BotiNDELL  Babon  6ELBORNE,Lonl  High 
Chancellor  of  Great  Britain,  by  and  vrith  the  advice  and  assist- 
ance of  the  RroHT  Honourable  Johk  Lobd  RoMiiiLT,  Master 
of  the  Rolls,  the  Right  Honourable  the  Lokb  Justice  Sir 
William  Milboubne  James,  the  Right  Honourable  the  Lord 
Justice  Sir  George  Mellibh,  the  Honourable  the  Yicb^Chan- 
cellob  Sir  Richard  Malins,  the  Honourable  the  Yige-Chan- 
gellor  Sir  James  Bacon,  and  the  Honourable  the  Yice-Chan  - 
CELLOR  Sir  John  Wickens,  doth  hereby,  in  pursuance  of  the 
powers  contained  in  **  The  Court  of  Chancery  (Funds)  Act,  1872," 
and  of  all  other  powers  and  authorities  enabling  him  in  that 

■ 

behalf.  Order  and  direct  in  manner  following : — 

1.  These  Orders  shall  come  into  operation  on  the  7th  day  of  Commence- 

1X161)4  01 

January,  1873;  and  may  be  cited  as  the  "  Chancery  Funds  Orders,  Orders. 
1872." 

2.  In  these  Orders,  and  in  Orders  as  herein  defined  terms  shall  interpretation 
have  the  same  meaning  as  the  same  terms  in  the  Court  of  Chan-  ^^  *®'™'" 
eery  (Funds)  Act,  1872,  and  as  prescribed  by  the  Chaiipery  Funds 

Rules,   1872,  and  the  term  "Court"  shall  mean  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  and  include  a  Judge  thereof,  whether  sitting  in  Court 
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or  at  Chambers ;  and  the  term  ^  Order  "  shall  mean  an  Order  of 
the  Court  of  Chancery  hereafter  to  be  made,  and  shall  include  a 
decree ;  and  the  term  *^  cause  or  matter  "  shall,  in  these  Orders, 
include  a  separate  account  in  a  cause  or  matter,  and  a  matter 
intituled  merely  as  an  account ;  and  words  importing  the  singular 
number  shall  include  the  plural  number,  and  words  importing 
the  plural  number  shall  include  the  singular  number ;  and  words 
importing  the  mascuhne  gender  shall  include  females. 

Abrogation  of      3.  Kules  14, 15,  and  16,  of  the  first  of  the  Consolidated  Orders 
in^Chancery."  ^^  *^®  Court,  and  Bule  5  of  the  fifth  of  the  same  Orders,  are  hereby 
abrogated. 


Notice  of 
payment, 
transfer,  or 
deposit  on 
rt^iuest. 


4.  The  person  making  a  transfer,  payment,  or  deposit  upon 
request  to  the  credit  of  a  cause  or  matter,  as  provided  by  the  10th 
of  the  Chancery  Funds  Bules,  1872,  shall  forthwith  give  notice 
thereof  to  the  solicitors  on  the  record  for  the  parties  to  the  cause, 
or,  in  case  of  a  matter,  to  the  persons  interested,  if  known,  or  to 
their  solicitors,  if  any,  stating  in  such  notice  what  the  money  or 
securities  comprised  in  such  transfer,  payment,  or  deposit  represent, 
and  for  what  purpose  such  transfer,  payment,  or  deposit  has  been 
made ;  and  such  notice  may  be  sent  by  post. 

5.  The  Registrars  of  the  Court  shall  not,  without  a  special 
direction  of  a  Judge,  be  required  to  issue  certificates  for  the  sale, 
transfer,  or  delivery  of  securities  in  Court  during  any  yacation  in 
their  oflSce. 

6.  Applications  under  the  Court  of  <>hancery  (Funds)  Act,  1872, 
for  the  conversion  into  cash  of  Government  securities  in  Court  of 
any  of  the  three  descriptions  mentioned  in  the  28th  of  the  Chan- 
cery Funds  Bules,  1872,  and  for  placing  cash  on  deposit,  or  for 
dealing  with  interest  on  money  on  deposit,  may  be  made  to  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  and  the  Vice-Chancellors  respectively,  while 
sitting  at  Chambers. 

Petitions'  7.  When  a  cause  or  matter  has  been  inserted  in  the  list  men- 
money  or"  tioned  in  Rule  54  of  the  Chancery  Funds  Rules,  1872,  the  fact 
Tnhsi^or  ^^^^  ^^  stated  in  any  petition  to  the  Court  affecting  money  or 
undeaitwith  securities  on  the  credit  of  such  cause  or  matter. 

funds. 


Restriction 
on  issuing 
ocrtificates 
during  vaca- 
tions. 


Applications 
at  Chambers. 
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8.  Applications  under  the  Gopjiiolcl  Acta  respecting  anjr  sequri*       1872 


ties  or  money  in  C!ourt  shall  be  made  by  sumn^ona  at  the  Ghan^bera  ,    ,.   ^. 

'  ^  "ApplicAtiozis 

either  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  or  of  oqo  of  the  Yice-Chancellprs;  under  Copy- 
but  notice  of  any  such  application  is  not  to  be  giyen  to  the  C!op?-  a^he  made  at 
hold  Commissioner!^  except  when  the  Judge  m^y  so  direct;  ^jp^i Chambers, 
this  Order  shall  be  deemed  an  additional  article  to.  the  35th  pf  the . 
Consolidated  Orders^  Bule  1. 

9.  The  Cler}(s  of  Becords  and.  Writa  shall  not  receive  iato  their  Cettam 
custody  effects  of  the.  suitom  consisting  of  jewels  or  plate»  or  other  Monties  not 
articles  of  a  like  nature,  or  negotiable  securities.  .    W^ie^  of^ 

Records  and 
*•    Writs. 

10.  No  Order  in  a  cause  shall  be  passed  or  entered,  and  no  cer-  Proceedings 
tiflcate  in  a  cause  of  a  Chief  Clerk  of  a  Judge  of  the  Courts  or  of  ^Qts^n 

a  Taxing  Master  of  the  Court,  shall  be  signed  or  filed,  and  no  ^^^d  ^th 

petition  in  a  cause  shall  be  answered,  and  no  summons  in  a  cause  reference  to 

shall  be  issued,  and  no  affidavit  made  in  a  cause  shall  be  filed^ 

untQ  the  same  respectively  be  either  marked  with  the  reference  to 

the  record,  as  prescribed  by  the  Ist  of  the  Consolidated  Orders, 

Bule  48,  or  be  inscribed  with  a  note  indicating  that  the  cause  was 

commenced  prior  to  2nd  November,  1852,  and  the  correctness  of 

such  reference  may^be  required  to  be  authenticated  by  the  official 

seal  of  the  Clerks  of  Becords  and  Writs  being  impressed  on  every 

such  documenL 

11.  Solicitors  shall  be  entitled  to  charge  and  be  allowed  the  same  Solicitoi&'fees. 
fees  on  proceedings  under  these  Orders,  and  under  the  Chancery 
Funds  Bules,  1872,  as  they  are,  by  the  Orders  and  practice  of  the 
Court,  entitled  to  charge  and  be  allowed  in  respect  to  proceedings 
of  a  similar  or  analogous  description. 

Selborne,  C. 

bomilly,  m.b. 

William  Milbourne  James,  L  J. 

GfiOBQfi  MeIiLISH,  L  J. 

BicsABD  Mauks,  V.C 
James  Bag(»7,  V.C 
John  Wiokens,  V.C. 

Vol.  VIL  F  1 


Iviii  OBDERS  m  LUNACY.  ;  [Cn.  Vou  VII. 


1872  GENERAL  ORDERS  IN  LUNACY, 

xnnDBB 

THE  COURT  OP  CHANCEET  (FUNDS)  ACT,  1872, 
THE  LUNACY  REGULATION  ACT,  1853, 

AND  THE  LUNACY  REGtULATION  ACT,  1862, 
The  2Zrd  day  qf  December^  1872. 


I,   ThK  BiQHT  HONOUBiiBLE  BOUHDSLL  BiBON  SELBOBIfE^  XiOrd 

High  Obaaoellor  of  Great  Britaia^  intrastod  by  yirtae  of  Hear 
Majeaty  the  Queen's  Siga  Manual  with  the  care  and  comautment 
of  the  custody  of  the  persons  and  estates  of  persons  found  idiot, 
lunatic,  or  of  unsound  mind,  do,  with  the  advice  and  assistance  of 
the  Bight  Hokourablb  the  Lord  Justicb  Sib  Williak  Mil- 
bourne  James,  and  the  Bight  Honoubabls  the  Lobd  Jubtioe 
Sir  George  Mellish,  the  Lords  Justices  of  the  Court  of  Appeal 
in  Chancery,  being  also  intrusted  as  aforesaid,  and  by  virtue  and 
in  exercise  of  the  powers  or  authorities  in  this  behalf  vested  in  me 
by  the  Lunacy  Begulation  Acts,  1853  and  1862,  and  the  Court  of 
Chancery  (Funds)  Act,  1872,  and  of  every  other  power  or  authority 
in  anywise  enabling  me  in  this  behalf,  Order  as  follows : — 

1.  These  Orders  shall  come  into  operation  on  the  7th  day  of 
January,  1873,  and  they  may  be  cited  as  the  "  Chancery  Funds 
Lunacy  Orders,  1872." 

2.  Terms,  words,  and  expressions  in  these  Orders  shall  be  read 
and  construed  according  to  the  interpretation  thereof  contained  in 
the  2nd  section  of  the  Lunacy  Begulation  Act,  1853,  and  the 
Court  of  Chancery  (Funds)  Act>  1872,  and  the  3rd  provision 
of  the  General  Orders  of  the  7th  November,  1853 ;    and  the 
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word  ''  Court "  shall  mean  the  Court  of  Chancery ;  and  the  word       1872 
**  Older  "  shall  include  a  report  of  a  Master  in  Lunacy  confirmed 
by  fiat. 

3.  The  49th,  50th,  and  Slst  of  the  Oeneral  Orders  in  Lunacy  of 
7th  November,  1853,  shall  foe,  and  they  are  hereby  abrogated. 

4.  An  Order  or  certificate  of  the  Masters  containing  directions 
for  payment  into  or  deposit  in  the  Bank  of  England,  with  the 
privity  of  the  Accountant  General  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  to 
the  credit  of  the  matter  of  a  lunatic,  of  money,  securities,  or 
other  effects,  or  for  the  transfer  into  the  name  and  with  the 
privity  of  the  Accountant  General  in  trust  in  the  matter  of  a 
lunatic  of  stock  or  securities,  and  specifying  the  account,  if  any, 
to  which  the  money,  stock,  securities,  or  other  effects  is  or  are 
to  be  placed,  and  which  directions  shall  not  at  the  coming  into 
operation  of  these  Orders  have  been  acted  upon,  shall  be  read  and 
construed  as  if  they  directed  such  money,  stock,  securities,  and 
other  effects  respectively  to  be  paid  and  transferred  into,  and 
deposited  id,  Court  to  the  credit  of  the  matter  of  such  lunatic  and 
aecour.t,  if  any,  respectively.  » 

5.  After  the  coming  into  operation  of  these  orders,  an  order 
and  any  certificate  of  the  Masters  for  the  purpose  of  a  payment 
or  transfer  into  or  deposit  in  Court  of  money,  stocky  securities,  or 
oliier  e&cts  shall  direct  such  payment  or  transfer  to  be  made 
into,  and  depoedt  to  be  made  in  Court,  to  the  credit  of  the  matter 
of  the  lunatiOi  to  the  accounti  if  any,  to  which  it  is  intende<l 
that  such  money,  stook,  securities,  or  other  effects  should  be 
placed. 

6.  Aft^  the  coming  into  operation  of  these  Orders  no  decla- 
ration of  trust  with  resi)ect  to  stock  or  securities  transferred  into 
Court  to  the  credit  of  the  matter  of  a  lunatic  shall  be  required  to 
be  made. 

Sjslborne,  C. 
W.  M.  James»  L J. 
George  Mjcllish,  L.  J. 


(    be    ) 


NOTE  AS  TO  THE  REFERENCE  TO  RECORD  NOW  PRINTED 
WITH  THE  TITLE  OF  EACH  CAUSE. 


Thb  Eefeience  to  Becord,  which  is  noted  on  the  bill,  giyee  the  year  of 
filing,  the  initial  letter  of  the  surname  of  first  Flaintm^  and  the  oon- 
secntiye  number  of  the  bills  of  that  year  and  letter,  and  leads  to  the  file 
of  pleadings  in  the  Becord  and  Writ  Clerk's  Office. 

The  year,  letter,  and  nmnber,  also  lead  to  the  entry  of  the  cause  in 
the  Cause  Books.  The  Cause  Books  commence  in  the  year  1842.  As  to 
causes  commenced  before  the  2nd  of  November,  1852,  they  contain  the 
dates  of  pleadings  and  formal  proceedings.  As  to  subs^uent  causes 
they  contain,  in  addition  to  these  particulars,  the  dates  of  all  decrees, 
orders,  reports,  and  certificates  made  since  the  80th  of  Noyember,  1855. 
In  these  books  there  is  entered  against  every  decree  or  order  a  reference 
to  the  volume  and  folio  of  the  Begistrar's  Books  for  the  year,  where  the 
decree  or  order  will  be  found  in  eoctenao. 

No  reference  is  written  against  reports  or  certificates,  but  the  dates, 
extracted  from  the  Cause  Book,  lead  to  the  corresponding  entries  in  the 
Volumes  of  Beports  and  Certificates,  and  the  Index  thereto. 

The  Cause  Books  are  kept  in  the  Becord  and  Writ  Clerk's  Office. 

The  Begistrar's  Books  and  the  Index  thereto,  and  the  Beports  and 
Certificates  and  the  Index  thereto  called  the  Calendar  of  Beports,  are 
kept  in  the  Beport  Office,'  a  branch  of  the  Becord  and  Writ  Clerk's  Office 
under  the  same  roof. 

For  the  time  of  commencement  of  year  in  the  *'  Begistrar's  Books,"  see 
1  Seton,  pp.  2,  3.  

When  the  Beference  to  Becord  is  not  known,  it  may  be  found  by 
searching  for  the  necessary  period  the  Index  to  Cause  Books  kept  in  the 
Becord  and  Writ  Clerk's  Office. 


In  searching  for  decrees,  orders,  reports,  and  certificates  made  in 
causes  commenced  before  the  2nd  of  November,  1852,  or  made  in  sub- 
sequent causes  before  the  30th  of  November,  1855,  or  made  in  matters, 
the  old  method  must  still  be  followed,  viz. : 

If  a  decree  or  order  is  required,  search  in  the  Beport  Office  the  Index 
to  the  Begistrar's  Books ;  if  a  report  or  certificate,  search  in  the  same 
office  the  Calendar  of  Beports.  The  Index  to  the  Begistrar's  Books 
gives  the  reference  to  the  Begistrar's  Books,  and  the  Calendar  of  Beports 
the  reference  to  the  Volumes  of  Beports  and  Certificates. 


Affidavits  are  filed  in  the  Becord  and  Writ  Clerk's  Office,  where  the 
Index  thereto  may  be  searched. 

Petitions  are  filed  in  the  Beport  Office,  where  the  Index  thereto  may 
be  searched. 


C!)ancers  ^$>^a(  Cased 

(Including  Bankrvpicy  and  Lunacy  Caaet) 
BEFORE 

THE  LORD  CHANCELLOR 

AND  THE 

COURT  OF  APPEAL  IN  CHANCERY. 


JVoo.  4. 


FARQUHAB  v.  HADDEX.  l.  jj. 

[1869    F.    30.]  ^^^ 

Wm — Specific  Legacy — Bequest  of  Share  in  a  specific  part  of  Partner sliip  Pro- 
perty— Exoneration, 

F.  and  L.  were  partners  entitled  in  equal  shares.  Part  of  the  assets  con- 
sisted of  leasehold  premises  vested  in  them  as  joint  tenants,  in  which  the 
business  was  carried  on.  F,,  by  his  will,  bequeathed  to  L.  "  all  my  share  of 
the  leasehold  premises  in  which  my  business  is  carried  on."  After  F,*8  death 
the  assets  of  the  partnership  proved  insufficient  to  pay  the  partnership  debts, 
though  L.  and  the  estate  of  F,  were  amply  solvent  L.  bought  the  share  of 
F.  in  the  leasehold  premises,  without  prejudice  to  his  rights  under  the 
bequest ;  and  a  certificate  having  been  made  in  a  suit  for  the  administration 
of  F*8  estate,  shewing  that  it  was  solvent,  X.  presented  a  petition  to  have  it 
declared  that  the  effect  of  the  bequest  was  to  give  him  a  moiety  of  the  lease- 
hold, exonerated  out  of  i^'s  estate  from  the  partnership  debts,  and  for  the 
return  of  the  purchase-money  which  he  had  paid : — 

Held  (reversing  the  decision  of  Stuart,  Y.C),  that  the  bequest  only  gave 
such  interest  in  the  leasehold  as  F.  had,  namely,  a  right  to  a  moiety  subject 
to  pajnooent  of  the  partnership  debts ;  and  that  as  the  partnership  debts  ex- 
hausted the  assets  the  bequest  failed. 

IHIS  was  an  appeal  by  the  children  of  the  testator,  T.  N. 

Farquhar,  from  an  order  made  by  Vice-Chancellor  Stwirt  on  the 

petition  of  Joseph  Leech. 
Previously  to,  and  up  to,  the  death  of  the  testator,  he  and 
Vou  VII.  B  1 
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L.  JJ.       Leech  carried  on  business  as  solicitors  in  partnership.     They  were 
1871        entitled  in  equal  shares.    Part  of  their  partnership  assets  consisted 
Fabquhab    of  certain  leasehold  offices  in  Moorgate  Street,  the  legal  estate  in 
Haddbn     w^ich  was  vested  in  them  as  joint  tenants. 
Farquhar  made  his  will,  dated  the  6th  of  October,  1863,  con- 
taining the  following  bequest:  '^I  bequeath  all  my  share  of  the 
leasehold  premises  in  Moorgate  Street  and  in  Old  Palace  Tardy  or 
elsewhere,  in  which  my  business  is  carried  on,  and  all  my  share  of 
the  office  furniture,  books,  and  other  office  or  household  effects 
therein  respectiyely,  to  my  partner,  Joseph  Leech,  in  case  he  shall 
be  living  at  my  decease,  for  his  own  absolute  use  and  benefit"   He 
gave  pecuniary  legacies  to   his  children,  and  bequeathed    his 
residuary  estate  among  them. 

The  testator  died  in  July,  1866.  The  lease  of  the  premises  in 
Old  Palace  Yard  expired  shortly  after  his  decease,  and  no  question 
arose  as  to  them.  A  question,  however,  arose  soon  after  his  death 
as  to  the  operation  of  the  bequest  of  the  testator's  share  in  the 
Moorgate  Street  premises,  and  it  was  arranged  that  Leech  should 
purchase  a  moiety  of  those  premises  for  £4000,  and  a  moiety  of 
the  books,  furniture,  &c.,  for  £400,  without  predjudice  to  any 
question  as  to  his  rights  under  the  bequest ;  and  a  moiety  of  the 
leasehold  premises  likewise  was  accordingly  assigned  to  him  upon 
his  paying  £4400  to  an  account  which  had  been  opened  at  a  bank 
for  the  purpose  of  receiving  the  assets  of  the  firm. 

Owing  to  depreciation  in  the  leasehold  property  of  the  partner- 
ship, it  turned  out  that  the  assets  of  the  firm  were  insufficient  to 
satisfy  its  debts,  though  both  Farquhar's  estate  and  the  surviving 
partner  were  amply  solvent  after  paying  whatever  might  be 
required  to  make  up  the  deficiency. 

This  suit  having  been  instituted  for  the  administration  of 
Farquhar^s  estate,  and  a  certificate  having  been  made  stating  that 
no  creditor  had  proved.  Leech  presented  a  petition  stating  to  the 
above  effect,  except  that  it  did  not  shew  that  he  and  the  testator 
were  at  law  joint  tenants  of  the  leasehold,  and  praying  that  it 
might  be  declared  that  the  bequest  was  a  bequest  of  an  undivided 
moiety  of  the  leasehold  premises  and  other  particulars  comprised 
in  the  bequest,  without  regard  to  the  state  of  the  partnership 
assets  and  liabilities,  and  that  in  settling  accounts  between  the 
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testator's  estate  and  the  petitioner  he  was  entitled  to  have  credit 
given  him  for  the  £4400, 

Vice-Chancellor  Stuart  made  an  order  containing  a  declaration 
to  the  effect  prayed,  and  ordering  the  costs  of  the  petitioner  to  be 
paid  out  of  Farquhar's  estate  (1). 


L.JJ. 

1871 


(1)  1871.  February  24. 
Sib  John  Stuart,  V.C.  : — 

This  question  seems  to  me  to  be 
Teasonably  clear,  if  it  is  oousidered  that 
it  is  a  question  that  arises  in  the  ad- 
miuistiationof  the  estate  of  one  partner 
who  has  chosen  to  make  his  surviving 
partner  an  object  of  his  bounty.  Mr. 
Farqiihar,  by  his  will,  in  clear  and 
distinct  terms,  has  specifically  given  to 
Mr.  Leech  all  his  share  of  the  leasehold 
premises  in  Moorgate  Street,  in  which 
the  business  was  carried  on.  Here  the 
specific  matter  of  the  bequest  is  very 
-clearly  and  distinctly  stated.  The 
testator  and  Mr.  Leech  were  tenants  in 
•common  of  this  leasehold  property, 
each  entitled  to  an  undivided  moiety ; 
and  in  language  as  distinct,  I  think,  as 
any  language  could  well  be,  that  un- 
•divided  moiety  of  the  leasehold  pro- 
perty which  he  had  he  has  given  to  his 
partner. 

But  it  is  said  in  the  administration 
-of  the  estate  of  the  testator,  not  in  the 
administration  of  the  affiiirs  of  the 
partnership,  there  is  an  equity  as 
between  the  several  legatees  of  the 
testator  and  this  specific  legatee,  and 
that  I  am  to  consider  that  what  the 
testaUn:  gave  is  not  what  he  has  de- 
scribed, but  that  what  he  gave  was 
•only  such  interest  in  that  leasehold 
property  as  he  might  have  after  the 
afi^rs  of  the  partnership  were  wound 
up.  Now,  if  the  testator  had  said  so, 
of  course  this  specific  legatee  could  get 
no  more  than  that.  But  there  is  nothing 
in  the  will  to  shew  anything  of  the  kind. 
The  claim  is  a  claim  by  the  pecuniary 
and  residuary  legatees  of  the  testator  to 


get  part  of  what  was  specifically  given 
to  another  object  of  the  testator's 
bounty,  which  is  ridiculous,  because  a 
specific  legatee  is  entitled  to  the  specific 
legacy,  unless  the  estate  is  insolvent 
In  this  administration  suit  it  appears 
from  the  Chief  Clerk's  certiBcate  that 
there  is  no  insolvency,  yet^  in  adminis- 
tering his  estate,  I  am  called  on  to 
say,  in  the  case  of  a  testator  as  to  whose 
estate  no  creditor  has  come  in  to  make 
any  claim,  that  the  specific  legatee  shall 
be  disappointed. 

As  to  the  rights  of  the  creditors  of 
the  partnership,  that  is  entirely  another 
thing,  because  each  party  is  liable  to 
the  whole  extent  of  his  assets  to  make 
good  the  partnership  debts ;  and  it  can 
make  no  difference  that  the  whole  of 
this  as  well  as  the  whole  of  Mr.  XeecA's 
property  is  applicable  to  satisfy  the 
partnership  debts. 

I  had  some  doubt  whether  the  Court 
could  regularly  interfere  upon  this 
petition  of  a  specific  legatee  and  make 
such  a  declaration  or  give  such  a  direc- 
tion as  is  sought;  but  on  looking  at 
the  form  of  the  decree,  I  see  that  the 
decree  is  distinctly  that  the  whole  real 
and  personal  estate  of  the  testator 
should  be  administered;  and  in  that 
state  of  things,  although  the  accounts 
taken  are  only  accounts  of  the  property 
not  specifically  bequeathed,  there  being 
no  doubt  of  the  existence  of  this  specific 
property,  and  what  the  nature  of  the 
property  was,  and  the  extent  of  the 
testator's  interest  in  it,  I  think  the  case 
is  one  in  which  there  is  no  formal 
difficulty  in  making  the  declaration^ 
though  not  exactly  in  the  form  in  which 
2  1 
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Sir  RoundeU  Palmer,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Ghreene,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  T.  SievenSy 
for  the  Appellants : — 

The  bequest  passes  only  such  interest  as  the  testator  had  after 
payment  of  the  partnership  debts :  West  v.  Skip  (1) ;  Taylor  y^ 
Fields  (2) ;  Bar  Jeer  v.  Ooodair  (3) ;  DtUtan  v.  Morrison  (4) ;  Darby  * 
V.  Darby  (5).    The  partnership  being  insolvent,  this  interest  was 
nothing,  and  the  gift  fails. 

Mr.  Dickinson,  Q.C,  and  Mr.  Daniel  Jones,  for  the  Bespondent : — 

We  do  not  dispute  that  a  partner's  interest  in  a  partnership 
chattel  is  only  a  share  of  what  remains  of  it  when  the  partnership « 
debts  have  been  paid ;  but  no  case  goes  to  this,  that  a  partner 
may  not,  as  between  his  own  legat-ees,  treat  a  certain  partnership 
chattel  as  exempted  from  payment  of  debts.  Effect  ought,  if 
possible,  to  be  given  to  the  words  of  a  will,  and  it  may  be  given  to 
this  bequest  by  exonerating  the  specifically  bequeathed  chattel 
out  of  the  testator's  other  property,  the  case  being  really  very 
much  the  same  as  that  of  a  specific  bequest  of  an  incumbered 
chattel,  which  must  be  exonerated  out  of  the  general  estate.  If 
the  testator  had  assigned  to  Leech  by  deed,  it  is  clear  that  Leech 
would  have  been  entitled  on  the  footing  we  contend  for,  and  less 
effect  cannot  be  given  to  the  bequest. 

Sir  W.  M.  James,  LJ.  : — 

With  deference  to  the  Vice-Chancellor,  I  am  bound  to  say  that 
I  entertain  no  doubt  whatever  as  to  the  proper  construction  to  be 


it  is  asked.  What  I  propose  to  do  is  to 
make  an  order,  saying,  **  It  appearing 
by  the  certificate  of  the  Chief  Clerk  that 
no  person  has  come  in  under  the  decree 
and  claimed  any  debt  out  of  the  estate 
of  the  testator,  declare  that  the  peti- 
tioner, as  specific  legatee  thereof,  under 
the  will  of  the  testator,  is  entitled  to 
all  the  share  of  the  testator  of  and  in 
the  leasehold  premises  in  Moor  gate 
Street,  and  also  to  the  testator's  share 
of  the  office  fiuniture,  &c.,  and  is,  as 
between  himself  and  the  estate  of  the 
testator,  so    entitled,  free  from   any 


liability  in  respect  of  the  obligations  or 
liabilities  of  the  partnership ;  and  that, 
in  adjusting  the  accounts  of  the  part- 
nerahip  between  the  Plaintiffs  the 
executors  of  the  testator,  and  the  Peti- 
tioner, the  Petitioner  is  entitled  to  have 
credit  for  the  sum  of  £4400,  being  the 
amount  produced  by  the  sale  in  the 
petition  mentioned  of  the  property 
comprised  in  the  specific  bequest.*' 

(1)  1  Ves.  Sen.  239. 

(2)  4  Ves.  396. 

(3)  11  Ves.  78,  85. 

(4)  17  Ves.  193. 


(5)  3  Drew.  495. 


Haddesi. 
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put  npoD  this  instrament.  The  question  is,  what  is  the  natural,  L  Jj. 
grammatical,  and  ordinary  meaning  of  the  words  of  the  bequest  to  isri 
the  testator  s  partner.  It  is  admitted  that  if  those  words  had  been  faiIwhab 
used  in  a  bequest  to  anybody  else  it  would  only  have  giTen  the 
interest  which  the  testator  had  in  this  property  at  his  deaths 
namely,  a  right  to  a  moiety,  subject  to  the  application  of  the 
assets  of  the  partnership  in  payment  of  the  partnership  debts. 
What  is  contended  by  the  Respondent  is,  in  fact,  that  the  bequest 
was  not  merely  a  gift  of  the  interest  of  the  testator  in  the  pro- 
perty, but  a  gift  of  that  interest,  with  an  additional  gift  of  so 
much  of  his  residuary  personal  estate  as  should  be  required  to 
free  this  property  from  its  ordinary  liability  to  pay  the  partner- 
ship debts.  I  cannot  find  anything  of  that  kind  in  the  will,  and 
even  were  I  at  liberty  to  guess  at  the  intention  of  the  testator,  I 
should  not  arrire  at  a  conclusion  fayourable  to  Mr.  LeedCs  claim. 
We  are  asked  to  attribute  to  the  testator  an  intention  that,  in  case 
the  partnership  assets  should  turn  out  to  be  insuflScient  for  the  pay* 
ment  of  the  partnership  debts,  then  the  partner  was  to  haye  a 
right  to  call  on  the  testator  s  estate  to  contribute  more  than  its 
ordinary  share  towards  payment  of  them,  in  order  to  giye  effect  to 
this  bequest.  If  I  were  to  guess  at  the  testator's  intention,  that 
would  be  the  last  thing  that  I  should  guess  him  to  haye  intended. 
If  the  gift  had  been,  as  the  Vice-Chancellor  seems  ]to  haye  treated 
it  as  being,  a  gift  of  ^  my  moiety,"  and  the  testator  and  his  partner 
had  been  tenants  in  common  at  law,  so  that  the  testator  would 
haye  had  at  his  death  a  legal  and  equitable  estate,  which  would 
pass  to  his  executors,  it  might  require  some  further  consideration 
as  to  whether  the  gift  would  not  then  have  been  a  gift  of  a  moiety 
free  from  partnership  debts,  and  whether  Mr.  Locks  King's  Act 
would  apply  to  take  away  the  right  to  exoneration.  But  we  have 
not  to  deal  with  that  case ;  we  haye  to  deal  with  a  case  in  which 
the  partners  were  joint  tenants  at  law,  and  in  which  the  testator's 
only  transmissible  interest  in  the  property  was  the  equitable 
interestof  a  partner  in  apart  of  the  p^rship  a^taTand  we 
haye  to  giye  effect  to  the  words  ''all  my  share  of  the  leasehold 
premises.**  Mr.  Leech  at  law  became  liable  for  all  the  debts  of  the 
partnership,  and  he  had  a  right  to  haye  all  the  assets  of  the  part- 
nership applied  in  payment  of  such  debts ;  and  the  thing  answering 
to  the  description  of  **  all  my  share  "  is  such  interest  in  the  lease* 
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.  L.  Jj.      hold  as  the  executors  could  haye  claimed  from  Mr.  Leech  if  there 

1871       had  been  no  bequest  to  him.     There  is  nothing  to  give  him  a 

Fabquhab    '^Sht  to  call  on  the  testator's  estate  to  pay  more  than  its  share  of 

■p.^  ^'         the  partnership  debts,  in  order  to  increase  the  value  of  this  bequest. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that,  as  the  assets  of  the  partnership  have 

been  absorbed  in  payment  of  partnership  debts,  the  bequest  failed, 
and  that  the  Yice-Chancellor's  order  is  erroneous,  and  ought  to  be 
reversed. 

Sir  G.  Mellish,  L.  J. : — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Let  us  first  consider  what  is  the- 
plain,  natural,  and  grammatical  meaning  of  the  words  which  the- 
testator  has  used.  The  testator  had  no  interest  in  this  house  at 
all,  except  his  interest  as  partner  with  Mr.  Leech  ;  they  were  joint 
tenants  of  the  lease,  and  his  interest  simply  consisted  of  an  interest 
which  the  estate  of  a  deceased  partner  has  in  equity  in  the  assets- 
of  the  partnership,  that  is  to  say,  an  interest  subject  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  debts  of  the  firm.  That  being  his  interest,  he  be* 
queaths  ^*  all  my  share  of  the  leasehold  premises,  and  of  the  office 
furniture  and  books,  &C.,''  to  his  partner.  It  is  said  that  that  is 
an  inaccurate  description.  I  do  not  see  that  there  is  in  it  any 
substantial  inaccuracy.  He  had  an  interest  in  the  property,  sub- 
ject to  the  payment  of  the  debts — such  an  interest  as  a  creditor  of 
his  might  have  taken  in  execution;  that  was  the  interest  which 
he  had,  and  that  is  what  he  leaves  to  his  partner.  That,  however,, 
may  not  be  conclusive  if  we  find  in  the  surrounding  circumstances 
and  facts  of  the  case,  which  we  are  entitled  to  take  into  considera« 
tion,  and  in  the  language  of  the  rest  of  the  will,  anything  which 
shews  us  that  he  really  did  intend,  in  all  events,  whether  the 
partnership  was  solvent  or  not,  that  Mr.  Leech  should  have  a 
moiety  of  this  property.  But  in  order  to  justify  a  departure  from 
the  grammatical  construction,  one  must  be  convinced  that  the  tes- 
tator contemplated  the  events  that  have  happened,  and  that  he 
intended,  in  the  events  that  have  happened,  that  Mr.  Leech  should 
take.  I  am  convinced  that  he  did  not  contemplate  these  events 
at  all,  but  thought  that  the  partnership  was  perfectly  solvent,  and 
intended,  on  that  assumption,  that  his  partner  should  continue  to 
be  in  the  personal  enjoyment  of  the  partnership  property  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  on  the  business.    It  is  plain  to  my  mind  that 
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tlie  real  olject  of  die  testator  in  the  gift  imts  that  he  thooght  the      L.  JX 
enjoyment  of  this  fttaperty  would  be  more  adTmntageoiis  to  his       IKTi 
partner  than  to  anybody  eke,  and  he  thoefore  gaTO  it  him  that    Pxa^nua 
he  m^t  oontume  in  that  personal  enjoyment      That  shews     »  *^ 
{dainly  that  he  ne^er  thought  the  partnership  was  insolrent,  so       ^— 
that  this  property  would  be  required  for  the  payment  of  partner- 
ship d^yts.    Theiefine  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  he  noTer  con« 
templated  the  event  of  the  partnership  being  insolyent,  and  hftd 
no  intention  to  make  any  provisions  for  giving  effect  to  this 
bequest  in  the  event  <^  soch  insolvency.    The  order  of  the  Yioe* 
Chancellor  must  be  dischaiged,  and  Mr.  Leah's  petition  dismissed 
with  costs. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Lyne  db  Hobnan ;  Mr.  Leech. 
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WiU — CoMtruction — Gift  to  Husband  of  Unmarried  Daughter — TToiy? 
"  Unfnarried'*-'V€sting—I>oubt/td  TiOe^Specific  Per/or mauct. 

A  testator  gave  his  estates  to  trastees  upon  trust  to  pay  the  rents  to  his 
two  dan^tere  (both  then  unmarried)  in  equal  shares  during  their  respective 
lives,  **  independently  of  the  control  of  any  husband  or  husbands  with  whom 
they  or  dther  of  them  might  happen  to  intermarry  ;**  and  after  their  respec- 
tive decease,  upon  trust  to  convey  the  estates  '*  unto  and  equally  between  the 
respective  husbands  of  them,  my  said  daughters,  to  hold  to  them  respectively, 
and  their  respective  heirs  and  assigns ;"  with  a  proviso,  that  if  either  of  his 
daughteiB  should  **  depart  this  life  unmarried,"  her  share  should  go  to  the 
survivor  for  her  life,  and  on  her  decease  the  whole  should  be  conveyed  to  the 
husband  of  the  surviving  daughter.  Both  daughters  married.  One  died  in 
the  lifetime  of  her  husband.  Then  the  husband  of  the  other  died,  having 
devised  his  interest  in  the  estate  to  his  wife  absolutely : — 

Held  (reversing  the  decision  of  Wickens,  V.G.),  that  the  surviving  daughter 
could  make  a  good  title  to  a  moiety  of  the  estate ;  for  that  a  gift  to  an  un- 
married woman  for  life,  with  remainder  in  fee  to  her  husband,  gives  an  inde- 
feasibly  vested  remainder  in  fee  to  her  first  husband.  And  that,  as  the 
question  turned  on  a  general  rule  of  construction,  unaffected  by  any  special 
context  in  the  will,  the  title  would  be  forced  on  a  purchaser. 

1  HIS  was  an  appeal  by  the  Plaintifis  from  an  order  of  Vice- 
Chancellor  Wickens  allowing  a  demurrer. 
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L.  JJ.  Thomas  Draper  devised  and  bequeathed  his  real  and  personal 

1871        estate  to  trustees,  in  trust  to  pay  the  income  to  his  daughters  Ann 

Eadfoud     ft^d  Lucy  in  equal  shares,  during  their  respective  lives,  "inde- 

yr^*  pendently  of  the  control  of  any  husband  or  husbands  with  whom 

they  or  either  of  them  may  happen  to  intermarry;"  and  after 

their  respective  decease,  the  trustees  were  to  stand  possessed  of 
the  property  **  upon  trust  to  convey  and  assure,  assign,  pay,  and 
transfer  the  whole  thereof  unto  and  equally  between  the  respective 
husbands  of  them,  my  said  daughters,  to  hold  to  them  respectively, 
and  their  respective  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
according  to  the  several  natures  and  qualities  thereof  respectively. 
Provided  always,  that  if  either  of  my  said  daughters  shall  happen 
to  depart  this  life  unmarried,  then  and  in  such  case  the  share  of 
such  daughter  in  and  to  my  aforesaid  trust  estate  and  premises, 
stocks,  and  funds,  and  securities,  shall  accrue  and  belong  to  the 
survivor  of  them,  my  said  daughters,  and  be  taken  and  enjoyed  by 
her  for  her  life  in  like  manner  as  is  before  directed  with  respect  to 
her  original  share ;  and  on  her  decease  the  whole  shall  devolve  to, 
and  shall  be  conveyed,  assured,  assigned,  and  transferred  to  the 
husband  of  my  said  surviving  daughter,  as  is  hereinbefore  directed 
with  regard  to  her  said  original  share." 

At  the  time  when  the  will,  which  was  dated  in  January,  1831, 
was  made,  both  the  testator's  daughters  were  spinsters.  Ann  mar- 
ried William  Radford  in  March,  1831.  The  testator  died  in 
March,  1832;  and  in  September,  1832,  Liicy  Draper  married 
Daniel  Pearce. 

Ann  Badford  died  in  February,  1868,  leaving  her  husband  sur- 
viving her.  Daniel  Pearce  died  in  March,  1868,  having,  by  his 
will,  devised  his  share  in  Tliomas  Drapers  property  to  his  wife, 
LvfCy  Pearce,  absolutely.  Lucy  Pearce  and  the  trustees  of  the  will 
of  William  Radford  contracted  to  sell  part  of  Thomas  Draper's 
real  estate  to  the  Defendant,  who  took  the  objection  that  Lucy 
Pearce  had  not  a  good  title  to  a  moiety,  for  that,  if  she  married 
again  and  left  a  husband  surviving  her,  such  husband  would  become 
entitled  to  her  share,  or  to  a  moiety  of  it.  In  order  to  have  the 
question  decided,  a  bill  was  filed  by  the  vendors  for  specific  perform- 
ance, shewing  the  nature  of  the  title ;  to  which  bill  the  Defendant 
demurred.     Vice-Ohancellor  Wickens  allowed  the  demurrer  (1). 

(1)  Law  Rep.  12  Eq.  105. 
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Mr.  Greene,  Q-C,  and  Mr.  H.  /.  M.  WSHama^  for  the  Appel-       L.  JJ. 
lants  i-^  1871 

The  devise  gives  an  indefeasibi  j  vested  estate  in  the  first  person  Kadford 
answering  the  character  of  husband :  Jarman  on  Wills  (1) ;  Driver  Wilub. 
V.  FranJi  (2) ;  Stafaey  v.  Stanley  (3) ;  Boreham  v.  BiffnaH  (4) ; 
Sieri  v.  Flatd  (5).  "  Unmarried  **  means  here  "  never  having  been 
married  ** :  In  re  Sanders*  Trust  (6) ;  Eeywood  v.  Heywood  (7).  A 
direction  to  convey  to  a  person  at  a  future  time,  when  the  con- 
veyance is  postponed  merely  on  account  of  the  existence  of  prior 
interests,  does  not  constitute  a  contingent  gift ;  nor  is  it  necessary 
that  the  person  to  be  benefited  should-be  living  at  the  time  when 
the  conveyance  is  to  be  made :  Adams  v.  Bush  (8) ;  Carlton  v. 
Thomjpson  (9) ;  Be  Mottram  (10) ;  ParJcer  v.  Soirerby  (11) ;  Smith 
V.  Palmer  (12).  The  case  of  Peppin  v.  Bickford  (13)  is  distin- 
gnisliable.  The  Court  will  not  hold  the  title  doubtful,  though  the 
Judge  below  was  against  it :  Beioley  v.  Carter  (14) ;  Al^ander  v. 
MiUs  (15). 

Mr.  Shetbearey  for  the  Defendant : — 

As  regards  the  point  of  construction,  Peppin  v.  Biclfard  is 
nndistinguishable  from  the  present ;  and  the  natural  construction 
of  the  words  points  to  a  husband  who  survives  the  wife,  for  to  no 
other  could  a  conveyance  be  made.  The  language  of  the  separate 
use  clause  shews  that  the  testator  had  second  husbands  in  lus  con- 
templation. The  construction  for  which  the  Flaintifis  contend 
makes  the  scheme  of  the  will  most  unreasonable.  Suppose  the 
first  husband  were  to  die  early,  without  children,  the  widow  would 
be  restricted  to  a  life  interest,  after  which  the  property  would  go 
^way  to  strangers.  Longworth  v.  Bellamy  (16)  is  a  strong  authority 
in  favour  of  an  after-taken  husband.    At  aU  events,  the  title  is  too 

(1)  Tol.  I.  3rd  EcL  304.  (9)  Law  Rep.  1  H.  L.,  Sc.  232. 

(2)  3  M.  &  S.  25 ;  8  Taunt.  468.  (10)  10  Jur.  (N.  S.)  915. 
<3)  16  Vc8.  491.                                        (11)  1  Drew.  488. 

<4)  8  Hare,  131.  (12;  7  Hare,  225. 

(5)  5  Bing.  X.  C.  434.  (13)  3  Ves.  570.; 

(6)  Law  Rep.  1  Eq.  675.  ;  (14)  Law  Rep.  4  Ch.  230. 
<7)  29  Beav.  9.  (15)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  124. 
<8)  6  Bing.  N.  C.  164.  (16)  40  L.  J.  (Ch.)  513 
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L.  JJ.       doubtful  to  be  forced  on  a  purchaser,  depending,  as  it  does,  on*  the 
1871       construction  of  a  very  inartificially-framed  will. 


V.         Sir  W.  M.  James,  L  J. : — 


WiLLTS. 


I  am  unable  to  agree  with  the  yice-Chancellor  in  this  case.  I 
have  no  hesitation  in  saying  that,  in  the  absence  of  a  controlling 
context,  a  gift  to  an  unmarried  woman  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
her  husband  in  fee,  vests  an  indefeasible  estate  of  inheritance  in 
the  person  who  first  answers  the  description  of  her  husband.  The 
case  is  one  in  which  the  broad  general  principle  that  the  Court 
favours  vesting  more  than  contingency  seems  to  me  to  be  eminently 
applicable.  A  state  of  circumstances  has  been  urged  in  argument 
in  which,  no  doubt,  the  giving  an  indefeasible  estate  of  inheritance 
to  the  first  husband  would  produce  an  undesirable  result ;  but  a 
far  more  probable  state  of  things — one  much  more  likely  to  have 
been  contemplated  by  the  testator — ^is,  that  the'fijrst  husband  might 
die  in  the  lifetime  of  the  wife,  leaving  a  family  of  children ;  and  to 
suppose  that  the  testator  intended  in  such  a  case  to  give  the  pro- 
perty to  the  second  husband,  leaving  the  children  wholly  unpro- 
vided for,  would  be  attributing  to  him  so  unreasonable  an  intention 
that  we  ought  not  to  adopt  a  construction  which  would  have  that 
effect,  unless  we  are  obliged  to  do  so.  A  gift  to  the  lady  for  life,, 
with  remainder  to  her  husband  in  fee,  vests  the  property  in  the 
person  who,  according  to  the  most  natural  and  probable  course  of 
events,  will  be  the  Mher  of  her  family,  so  as  to  enable  her  and 
him  together  during  their  lives,  and  him  alone  after  her  death,, 
to  make  provision  for  the  family.  The  case  is,  in  my  opinion,  one 
where  the  rule  in  fevour  of  early  vesting  ought  to  be  applied  more 
than  in  almost  any  other  case. 

Then  is  there  any  controlling  context  to  raise  a  doubt  as  to  the 
applicability  of  the  general  principle  ?  In  my  opinion,  none.  In 
fact,  the  context,  in  my  judgment,  is  strongly  in  favour  of  the 
construction  to  which  the  general  rule  would  lead  us ;  for  I  cannot 
bring  my  mind  to  doubt  that  by  the  word  "  unmarried "  the  tes- 
tator meant  "without  having  been  married."  If  this  view  be 
adopted,  we  have  a  gift  to  the  daughter  for  life,  with  alternative 
gifts,  which  exhaust  the  entire  fee ;  if  she  marries  it  is  given  te 
her  husband ;  if  not,  then  upon  the  limitations  of  the  other  moiety* 
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It  is  vged  dkit  the  diierdan  to  cRnreT  BUkkes  it  ptobable  tliAt       L.  J  J 

the  testator  iataided  to  {oint  oct  m  pei^ion  to  vboiii  m  oonroTvice        1$n 

could  be  Bftde — ahusiiAni  livine  at  the  time  when  the  conveTanoe 

v^as  to  be  executed.    I  am  ot  opinion  that  there  is  nothing  in  this 

argmaeiit,  the  diiectkn  to  conTev  beinz  only  in  sobstanoe  m  diK^ 

tion  to  dothe  the  eqnitaUe  inteiest  with  the  leg^d  estate.    Thai 

it  is  saii  that  the  gift  to  the  separate  use  most  mean  that  the  wife 

was  to  enjoT  the  propertr  fiee  from  the  control  of  any  husband ; 

bat  that  is  not  in  the  least  inoonsistait  with  a  gift  in  fee  to 

the  fiist  husband.      If  the  testator  did  contemplate  that  his 

daughter  m%ht  many  a  second  hnsband,  that  does  not  alter 

the  jdain  meaning  of  the  woid^  wliich  import  a  gift  to  the  first 

hoflband* 

My  opinion,  therefore,  is  decidedly  in  £siToar  of  the  title,  and  the 
question  being  one  depending  on  a  broad  gnieral  principle  of  con* 
stroction  not  affected  by  any  special  context*  I  am  of  opinion  that 
there  is  no  soch  donbt  in  the  case  as  to  induce  ns  to  refrain  iiom 
saying  that  the  title  is  one  which  must  be  forced  on  the  purchaser* 
As,  however,  the  purchaser  has  concurred  in  taking  the  (^linion  of 
the  Court  in  the  least  expensiTe  way,  I  think  that  he  ought  to  be 
eicosed  from  payiDg  caste. 

Sm  6.  ^fKLLLSH,  LJ. : — 
I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  for  the  same  reasons. 

Solicitors:  Mr.  W.  K  Bishcp;  Mr.  W.  ITyoff. 
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L.JJ.  COWLEB  V.  GALE. 

1871  [1870    C.    279.] 


Nov.  13. 


Specific  Performance — Sale  of  PvUtc-house — Tranrfer  of  Licence — 9  Qeo,  4,  c.  61, 
88. 11,  14 — Time  of  the  Essence  of  the  Contract — Licence  in  the  name  of  a 
Dead  Man, 

Upon  the  sale  of  a  pablic*boufie  as  a  going  concern  time  is  of  the  essence 
of  the  contract.  Where,  therefore,  upon  the  day  for  the  completion  of  the 
contract  the  vendors  were  not  in  a  position  to  transfer  the  licence  under  the 
9  Geo.  4,  c.  61,  s.  11,  the  purchaser  was  held  entitled  to  repudiate  the 
contract. 

The  executors  of  the  late  owner  of  a  public-house  renewed  the.  licence  in 
the  name  of  the  deceased  owner : — 

Held,  that  the  licence  was  absolutely  void,  and  that  the  executors  could 
not  make  a  good  title  to  the  public-house. 

Decree  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  reversed. 

Day  V.  Luhke  (1)  followed. 

X  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  executors  of  George  Boss  to  enforce 
specific  performance  of  a  contract  for  sale  of  the  Durham  Amis 
public-house,  at  Romford. 

Qeorge  Ross,  before  his  death,  was  the  owner  and  occupier  of  the 
public-house,  holding  a  licence  to  carry  it  on,  which  in  the  ordinary 
course  would  have  been  renewed  at  the  general  licensing  day,  on 
the  26th  of  August,  1870,  and,  if  not  renewed,  would  have  expired 
on  the  10th  of  October.  He  died  on  the  13th  of  July,  1870, 
having  appointed  the  Plaintififs  and  his  wife  (who  was  made  a 
Defendant  by  amendment)  his  executors. 

On  the  26th  of  August,  1870,  the  son  of  George  Ross  attended 
for  the  purpose  of  getting  the  licence  renewed,  which  was  done  in 
the  name  of  the  deceased  owner,  George  Ross, 

On  the  12th  of  October  the  Plaintifis  put  up  the  property  for 
sale  by  auction,  and  it  was  bought  by  the  Defendant  C,  E.  Gale, 
the  time  for  completion  of  the  purchase  being  fixed  by  the 
conditions  of  sale  for  the  16th  of  November,  1870. 

The  abstract  of  title  was  duly  delivered  to  the  purchaser's 

(1)  Law  Rep.  5  Ec[.  336. 


V, 
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solicitor^  who  sent  in  the  following  requisition  with  respect  to  the       l.  J  J 
licence:  **In  whose  names  are  the  licences  now  standing?"    To        jSTi 
this  the  Plaintiffs'  solicitor  replied :  "  In  the  name  of  the  late      o^ta 
O.  Boss.    They  will  be  transferred  by  the  executors  in  the  usual 
way." 

The  purchaser  was  satisfied  with  this  answer,  and  attended  on 
the  16th  of  Novembery  with  his  solicitor  and  broker,  at  the 
Durham  Arms,  for  the  purpose  of  completing  the  purchase.  The 
licence  had  been  inadvertently  left  in  London,  and  while  it  was 
being  sent  for  the  purchaser's  solicitor  inquired  whether  the  licence 
had  been  transferred  into  the  names  of  the  executors,  and  on  being 
informed  that  this  had  not  been  done  he  refused  to  allow  his  client 
to  complete  the  purchase,  on  the  ground  that  the  Plaintiffs  were 
not  in  a  position  to  transfer  the  licence  to  him. 

After  some  further  negotiation  the  Plaintiffi  filed  the  present 
bill  on  the  17th  of  December,  1870. 

On  the  16th  of  December  the  executors  obtained  a  protection 
order  till  the  next  transfer  day,  under  the  14th  section  of  tlie 
9  Geo.  4,  e.  61 ;  and  on  the  3rd  of  February  a  transfer  of  the 
licence  was  made,  on  their  application,  to  the  testator's  widow, 
Ann  Boss. 

The  Defendant,  in  his  answer,  took  the  objection,  for  the  first 
time,  that  the  licence,  having  been  granted  to  a  dead  man,  was 
wholly  void,  and  refused  to  complete  the  contract  on  that  account. 

The  Master  of  the  Bolls  was  of  opinion  that,  although  the  course 
pursued  by  the  executors  in  taking  out  the  licence  in  the  name  of 
G.  Boss  after  his  death  was  erroneous,  yet,  if  the  licence  had  been 
endorsed  by  the  executors  to  the  Defendant,  he  would  have  obtained 
an  unimpeachable  title  to  the  public-house,  and  would  have  run  no 
risk  in  carrying  on  the  business ;  and  he  accordingly  granted  the 
relief  prayed  (1).     The  Defendant  appealed. 

(Vs  1871    Tune  4  officious  act,  having  no  operation  at 

all ;  and  consequently,  as  there  was  no 

Lord  Romilly,  M.R.,  after  stating  licence  then  to  be  transferred,  none 

the  facts  of  the  case,  continued :—  could  be  transferred ;  and  that,  accord- 

The  contention  of  the  Defendant's  ing  to  Day  v.  Luhke  (Law  Hep.  5  Eq. 

counsel  la,  that  a  licence  given  to  a  336)  and  Claydon  v.  Oreen  (Law  Rep. 

dead  man  is  no  licence  at  all,  and  that  i  G.  P.  511),  such  being  the  case,  the 

the  renewal  of  the  26th  of  August,  Defendant  was  entitled  to  abandon  the 

1870,  was  a  merely  frivolous  and  in-  contract. 
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COWLES 

Gale. 


Mr.  BoQcburgh,  Q.C.,  Mr,  Poland  (of  the  Common  Law  Bar),  and 
Mr.  Marten,  for  the  Appellant : — 

The  renewal  of  the  licence  in  the  name  of  a  dead  man  waB  not  only- 
irregular,  but  absolutely  void ;  and  the  purchaser  would  have  been 


The  answer  of  the  Plaintiffs  is  two- 
fold. First,  they  say  that,  assuming 
that  the  executors  acted  improperly  in 
not  ohtaining  the  protection  order  under 
sect.  14,  this  misconduct  in  no  respect 
affected  the  vendee ;  that  the  licence,  if 
duly  indorsed  by  the  executors,  pro- 
tected him,  and  the  penalty  would  be 
confined  to  the  executors;  and  that, 
according  to  the  practice  adopted  in  the 
cases  before  the  Bom/ord  district  ma- 
gistrates, the  licence  indorsed  by  the 
executors  would  have  been  treated  as  a 
valid  transfer  of  the  licence  by  the 
magistrates,  and  renewed  in  the  name 
of  the  vendee.  Secondly,  they  con- 
tend that,  even  if  this  were  not  so, 
still  the  Defendant  is  not  at  liberty  to 
take  the  objection,  as,  on  the  21st  of 
October,  1870,  two  days  after  the  de- 
livery and  receipt  of  the  abstracts  of 
title  of  the  public-house,  the  Defen- 
dant's solicitors  sent  in  the  requisitions, 
one  of  which  was  in  these  words :  "  In 
whose  names  are  the  licences  now 
standing  ?"  to  which  the  Plaintiff  sent 
the  following  answer  in  writing :  "  In 
the  name  of  the  late  O,  Boss.  They 
will  be  transferred  by  the  executors  in 
the  usual  way."  No  objection  was 
taken  to  this  answer.  The  change 
day  was  appointed,  and  the  meeting 
took  place  as  if  nothing  more  were  re- 
quired, although  the  Defendant  knew, 
or  must  bo  taken  to  have  kno\vn,  that 
the  26th  of  August,  1870,  then  passed, 
was  the  day  for  renewing  the  licence. 
These  acts  constitute  a  waiver  of  the 
objection  if  it  could  otherwise  be 
maintained. 

But,  upon  a  consideration  of  the  whole 
matter,  I  think  that  the  objection  itself 


cannot  be  maintained.  As  to  any 
technical,  or  rather  nominal,  objection 
that  the  licence  could  not  be  transferred 
because  a  license  to  a  dead  man  is 
nothing,  and  therefore  there  was  none 
to  transfer,  I  disregard  that  in  that 
form,  because  the  document  purporting 
to  be  a  licence  granted  by  the  magis- 
trates, even  if  invalid,  rendered  it  im- 
possible for  any  person  to  obtain  a 
licence  other  than  the  legal  i)er80Dal 
representatives  of  the  testator  and  their 
assigns ;  and  upon  reading  the  evidence 
of  Mr.  Smith,  the  deputy-clerk  for  the 
Bomford  district,  I  am  of  opinion  that, 
under  this  document,  if  indorsed  by 
the  Plaintiffs  as  executors  of  the  tes- 
tator, the  Defendant  would  have  ob- 
tained an  unimpeachable  title  to  carry 
on  the  trade  of  the  public-house,  I 
am  also  further  of  opinion  that,  if  the 
course  so  adopted  was  not  the  right 
one,  and  even  assuming  that  it  was 
improper  and  contrary  to  the  Act  of 
Parliament  of  Geo.  4,  still  that  the 
Defendant  ran  no  risk  in  accepting 
such  transfer,  as  the  penalty  (if  any) 
would  have  fallen  on  the  executors  of 
the  testator,  and  not  on  the  Defendant. 
It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  cases  of 
Bay  V.  Luhke  (Law  Rep.  5  Eq.  336) 
and  Claydon  v.  Oreen  (Law  Rep.  3 
C.  P.  511)  are  distinct  from  this.  In 
Day  V.  Lulike  a  good  title  to  the  public- 
house  could  not  be  made  except  under 
the  14th  section  of  the  Act,  and  a  mere 
transfer  of  the  licence  under  sect.  11 
was  what  the  executors  were  able  and 
willing  to  make.  In  Claydon  v.  Green 
it  could  not  be  done,  because  the  li- 
censee was  alive,  but  had  absconded, 
and  could  not  be  found  to  transfer  the 
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doing  an  illegal  act  if  he  had  taken  a  transfer  of  it>  and  carried  on  L.  jj. 

business  under  it.    The  executors  ought  to  have  renewed  the  licence  1871 

in  their  own  names^  and  then  they  could  have  transferred  it  under  q^es 

the  11th  section  of  the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  61.    It  may  be  true  that  the  ^  "• 

Gale. 

magistrates  would  have  granted  a  fresh  licence  to  the  purchaser  on        

the  ground  that  there  had  been  a  mistake,  but  the  purchaser 
was  not  bound  to  submit  to  the  delay  and  expense  of  such  an  applica- 
tion. In  the  case  of  the  sale  of  a  public-house  time  is  of  the  essence 
of  the  contract  Bay  v.  Luhke  (1)  is  entirely  in  point.  That  case 
was  approved  of  in  Claydon  v.  Oreen  (2).  The  Defendant  never 
waived  his  objection;  for  at  the  time  of  replying  to  the  requisition 
he  did  not  know  that  the  licence  was  taken  in  the  name  of  a  dead 
man.  At  the  time  of  the  meeting  he  objected  that  the  vendors  were 
not  in  a  position  to  transfer  the  licence ;  and  that  objection  proves  to 
be  well  founded.  He  had  therefore  a  right  to  repudiate  the  contract. 

Mr.  Southffoiey  Q.G.,  and  Mr.  Hortan  Smithy  for  the  Plaintiffs  : — 

Assuming  the  Plaintiffs  to  have  acted  irregularly  in  taking  the 
licence  in  the  name  of  a  dead  man  instead  of  to  themselves,  this 
irregularity  in  no  way  affected  the  purchaser.  He  would  have 
been  protected  against  all  penalties  by  the  indorsement  of  the 
licence  by  the  executors  to  him.  At  all  events,  he  had  waived  the 
objection,  for  the  date  of  the  death  of  G.  Boss  appeared  in  the 
al)stract,  and  the  purchaser  was  informed  in  the  answer  to  the 
requisitions  that  the  licence  was  held  in  his  name. 

Mr.  Daniel  Jones,  for  the  widow  of  ff .  Boss. 

Sir  W.  M.  James,  L. J. : — 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  decree  of  the  Master  of  the  BoUs  in 
this  case  cannot  be  reconciled  with  his  previous  decision  in  Day  v. 
Luhke.  In  the  case  of  a  sale^  of  a  public-house  the  purchaser 
buys  it  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  it  on,  and  it  would  be  ruinous 


licence.      Bat  in  case  of   death    the  are  entitled  to  a  decree  for  specific  per- 

cxecutor  has  the  power  which  in  that  formance,  and  the  Defendant  most  p$iy 

case  the  licensee  would  have  had  if  he  the   costs  up  to  and   including    the 

had  heen  present  and  indorsed  over  the  hearing, 

licence.  (1)  Law  Rep.  5  Eq.  336. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  the  Plaintiffs  (2)  Law  Bep.  3  C.  ?.  511. 


V. 

Gale. 
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L.  JJ..      to  him  if  he  were  kept  out  of  it.    I  therefore  agree  with  what  the 
1871        Master  of  the  Rolls  said  in  Day  v.  Lvhhe  (1),  that  in  the  sale  of  a 

OowTes  public-house  as  a  going  concern  time  is  of  the  essence  of  the 
contract.  In  the  present  case  the  16th  of  November,  1870,  wa** 
fixed  for  the  completion  of  the  purchase,  and  the  vendors  were 
bound  to  shew  that  they  were  in  a  condition  on  that  day  to  hand 
over  to  the  purchaser  a  licence  under  wliich  he  could  lawfully  carry 
on  the  business  of  a  publican^  On  that  day,  beyond  all  question, 
they  had  no  such  licence  to  hand  over  to  him.  The  licence  to  a 
dead  man  was  a  mere  nullity,  and  the  purchaser  was  not  bound 
to  wait  till  the  next  session  day  of  the  magistrates  to  see  if  the 
vendors  could  get  the  matter  set  right,  on  the  ground  of  mistake 
in  granting  the  licence  to  a  dead  man,  as  probably  they  might  have 
done  under  the  14th  section  of  the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  61,  and  then  make 
a  transfer  to  him  under  the  11th  section.  How  long  was  the  pur- 
chaser to  wait  in  such  a  case  ?  The  vendors  were  not  in  a  position 
to  transfer  the  licence  even  when  the  bill  was  filed,  nor  had  they 
intimated  any  intention  at  that  time  of  getting  the  defect  cured. 

At  first  I  thought  that  this  case  might  have  been  distinguished 
from  Bay  v.  LuhJce,  by  the  fact  that  the  time  of  the  death  of 
0.  Bo88  was  stated  in  the  abstract  of  title,  and  consequently  the 
purchaser  had  notice,  from  a  coniparison  of  the  dates,  that  the 
b'cence  was  taken  in  the  name  of  a  dead  man.  But  I  think  it  would 
be  mischievous  to  hold  that  the  mention  of  the  date  would  give 
notice  of  such  a  fact.  Probably  it  did  not  occur  either  to  the 
solicitor  of  the  vendors  or  to  the  solicitor  of  the  purchaser  to  put 
together  the  date  of  the  death  and  the  date  of  the  renewal  of  the 
licence.  I  think,  therefore,  that  there  is  not  sufficient  evidence  of 
notice  to  induce  the  Court  to  hold  that  the  purchaser  had  waived 
this  objection.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  case  is  entirely  governed 
by  Day  v.  Luhke,  and  that  the  purchaser  was  justified  in  putting 
an  end  to  the  contract.  The  decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
must  be  reversed,  and  the  bill  dismissed  with  costs. 

Sir  G.  Mellish,  L,J.,  concurred. 

Solicitor  for  the  Plaintifi*8 :  Mr.  F.  Mason. 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendant :  Messrs.  H.  J.  &  T.  Child, 

(1)  Law  Rep.  5  Eq.  336. 


VOL.  VIL]         CHANOEBY  APPEALS.  17 


POOLE  V.  POOLE.  L.  JJ. 

Will — AdvancemerU — Statute  of  Limitatums — Interest,  J^ 

Aov.  21. 
A  testator,  by  his  will,  gave  his  property  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  after  her         

death  equally  between  his  children,  subject  to  a  proviso  directing  that  his 

trustees  should  deduct  from  the  share  of  his  daughter  M.  B,  the  sum  of 

£200  which  he  had  advanced  to  her,  and  add  it  to  his  personal  estate ;  and 

that  if,  at  the  period  of  distribution,  M,  B,  **  should  be  indebted  to  any  or 

either  of  her  brothers  or  sisters  in  respect  of  advances  made  to  her,  his  trustees 

should  be  empowered  to  deduct  all  or  any  such  debts  or  advances  from  her 

share,  and  pay  the  same  to  the  brother  or  sister  to  whom  the  same  might  be 

owing."    M.  B,  had  borrowed  from  one  brother  £100,  on  a  promissory  note 

l)earing  interest,  and  had  borrowed  other  sums  from  another  brother.   Nearly 

all  these  debts  had,  before  the  time  of  distribution,  become  barred  by  the 

Statute  of  Limitations : — 

Jleld^  by  the  Yice-Ghancellor  of  the  Duchy  Court  of  Lancaster,  that  the 
trustees  were  authorized  to  deduct  from  M.  BJs  share  all  the  debts,  though 
barred  by  the  statute,  with  the  interest  on  such  as  carried  interest : — 

Held,  on  appeal,  that  the  decree  was  right  so  far  as  regarded  the  principal 
of  the  debts,  though  barred  by  the  statute ;  but  that  the  intention  of  tho 
testator  was  to  put  advances  by  brothers  and  sisters  on  the  same  footing  as 
advances  by  himself,  and  that  interest^  therefore,  ought  not  to  be  deducted. 

1  HIS  was  an  appeal  by  Margaret  Beck  from  a  decision  of  the 
Duchy  Court  of  Lancaster. 

Balph  Poole,  the  testator  in  the  cause,  by  his  will,  dated  the  6th 
of  February,  1859,  gave  his  real  and  residuary  personal  estate  to 
trustees  upon  the  usual  trusts  for  conversion  and  investment,  and 
upon  trust  to  pay  the  income  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  after  her 
decease  (subject  to  certain  trusts  declared  as  to  a  sum  of  £500, 
part  thereof),  he  directed  his  trustees  to  stand  possessed  of  three- 
sixths  of  the  trust  moneys  upon  trust  to  invest  them  as  therein 
mentioned,  and  pay  the  income  of  one  of  such  shares  to  each  of 
his  daughters,  Alice  Hayes,  Margaret  Beck,  and  Ann  O.  Nicholb, 
during  her  life  for  her  separate  use,  and  after  the  death  of  each 
to  stand  possessed  of  the  capital  of  her  share  in  trust  for  her 
children  who  should  attain  twenty  one  or  marry ;  and  if  more  than 
one,  in  equal  shares.  He  then  proceeded :  "  I  nevertheless  subject 
and  make  chargeable  the  share  of  my  said  daughter  Margaret  Beck, 
with  the  sum  of  £200  already  advanced  to  her  by  me,  and  direct 
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L.  jj/      my  trostees  to  deduct  the  same  from  the  sam  of  money  or  share  to* 

1871        which  she  would  have  been  entitled  under  this  my  will,  and  add 

^^^       the  same  to  the  residue  of  my  personal  estate.  And  I  further  direct 

^  *-  that  if,  at  the  period  of  the  distribution  and  investment  of  the 

several  shares  of  my  said  daughters  as  aforesaid,  my  said  daughter 

Margard  "Beck  shall  be  indebted  to  any  or  either  of  her  brothers^ 
or  sisters  in  respect  of  advances  made  to  her,  that  my  said  trustees 
shall  be  empowered  to  deduct  all  or  any  such  debts  or  advances 
from  her  share  as  aforesaid,  and  to  pay  the  same  to  the  brother  or 
sister  to  whom  the  same  may  be  owing,  whose  receipts  shall  be 
discharges  to  my  said  trustees."  He  then  proceeded  to  dispose  of 
the  three  other  sixth  shares  in  favour  of  his  sons  or  their  issue. 

The  testator  died  on  the  1st  of  July,  1860,  and  his  wife  on  the 
9th  of  May,  1868.  On  the  5th  of  August,  1870,  a  decree  was  made- 
for  the  administration  of  his  estate,  at  the  suit  of  two  infant  children 
of  his  deceased  son  John  Poole. 

The  Eegistrar,  by  his  report,  found  that  Margaret  Beck  became 
indebted  to  her  brother  John  Poole,  on  a  promissory  note  dated 
the  10th  of  May,  1852,  for  £100  and  interest  at  £5  per  cent.  No- 
part  of  the  principal,  nor  any  interest,  had  ever  been  paid.  She 
also  became  indebted  to  her  brother  Balph,  in  1858  and  1859,  in. 
the  sum  of  £47  168.  for  money  lent ;  and  in  1863,  in  the  sum  of 
£44  178.  for  money  lent,  making  together  £92  138.  No  payment 
had  ever  been  made  in  respect  either  of  principal  or  interest. 

By  the  order,  on  further  consideration,  it  was  declared  that  the 
power  of  deduction  extended  to  any  debts  owing  by  Margaret 
Beck  to  any  of  her  brothers  or  sisters,  in  respect  of  any  advances 
made  at  any  time  before  the  death  of  the  testator's  widow  to- 
Margard  Beck  while  discovert,  but  not  to  any  debts  owing  by 
her  in  respect  of  any  other  considerations ;  and  that,  in  respect  of 
any  advances  which  might  have  been  so  made  at  interest,  the 
power  extended  to  authorize  the  deduction  of  the  interest  as  well 
as  the  principal ;  and  that  the  power  might  properly  be  exercised 
notwithstanding  the  death  of  any  brother  or  sister  who  might  have 
made  any  such  advances ;  and  notwithstanding  that  as  respected 
any  of  such  advances,  or  any  interest  upon  interest-bearing  ad- 
vances, Margard  Beck  would  be  able  eflFectually  to  plead  the 
Statute  of  Limitations. 
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Mr.  Karskike,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Lake^  for  the  Appellant : —  L.  JJ. 

We  rely  on  the  legal  sense  of  the  word  "indebted."      The        ^^^i 
demands  must  be  debts.    Now,  under  a  charge  by  will  of  a  man's       Poolb 
own  debts,  those  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations  are  not  pay-       p^le. 
able :  Bwrke  v.  Jones  (1)  ;  and  a  trust  to  pay  the  debts  of  another 
person  does  not  revive  debts  barred  by  the  statute  at  his  death : 
O'Connor  v.  Hadam  (2).     "  Debts "  mean  debts  which  could  be 
recovered. 

[The  Lord  Justice  James  referred  to  Courtnay  v.  Wil- 
liams (3).] 

At  all  events,  we  ought  not  to  be  charged  with  interest :  Askew 
V.  Thompson  (4). 

Mr.  Finehy  contra,  was  desired  to  confine  himself  to  the  question 
of  interest,  and  contended  that  where  a  debt  by  the  terms  of  the 
contract  carried  interest,  the  interest  must  stand  on  precisely  the 
same  footing  as  the  principal,  being  a  part  of  the  debt. 

Mr.  Marten,  for  the  trustees. 

Sib  W.  M.  James,  L.J. : — 

I  think  that  we  ought  to  vary  the  Vice-Chancellor's  order  with 
regard  to  the  interest,  but  that  in  other  respects  it  is  rights  and  that 
the  Stattde  of  Limitations  does  not  apply.  The  true  meaning  of  the 
will  appears  to  me^to  be,  that  advances  made  to  Margaret  Beck  by 
her  brothers  and  sisters  were  to  be  put  on  the  same  footing  as  if 
the  testator  himself  had  made  them.  He  first  refers  to  an 
advance  made  by  himself,  then  to  advances  by  the  brothers  and 
sisters,  and  directs  them  to  be  taken  into  account  so  as  to  make  a 
fidr  distribution  of  his  property  between  his  children.  The  ques- 
tion whether  the  decision  as  to  advances  made  during  coverture  is 
right,  has  not  been  argued,  but  I  am  disposed  to  think  it  right, 
for  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  an  advance  during  coverture,  which 
would  in  effect  be  a  payment  to  her  husband,  could  be  treated  as 
an  advance  to  Margaret  Beck  herself.  I  think  the  tsdi  interpreta- 
tion of  the  testator's  words  is,  that  he  intended  the  advances  to  be 
allowed  for  as  advances,  not  as  debts ;  and  that,  therefore,  only  the 

(1)  2  V.  &  B.  275.  (3)  3  Hare,  539 ;  15  L.  J.  (Ch.)  204. 

(2)  5  H.  L.  C.  170.  (4)  4  K.  &  J.  620. 
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L.  JJ.      capital  ought  to  be  taken  into  account^  and  not  any  interest 
1871       accrued  before  the  estate  became  diyisible. 


Poole 

V. 


Pools.       ^IR  G.  MelLISH,  L.J. : — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Solicitors:    Messrs.  ParkerSy    Pritchardj   iSt  8harpe;    Messrs. 
Hopwood  &  Sons  ;  Messrs.  MUne  &  Co. 


L.JJ.  £b  i?arfc  COHEN.    In  re  SPAEKE. 

1871 

w-^  Injunction — BtU  of  Sale — Act  of  Bankruptcy — Bankruptcy  Act^  1869,  ts,  13,  72. 

Non,  8.  9. 


The  Court  of  Bankruptcy  has  power  to  restrain  a  creditor  from  bringing 

against  the  trustee  under  a  liquidation  an  action  upon  a  hill  of  sale  given  by 

y  the  debtor,  the  validity  of  which  is  disputed  by  the  trustee. 

xUc  An  advance  of  £55  was  made  to  a  trader,  on  the  security  of  bills  of  sale  of 

///  /[  all  the  goods  and  effects  of  the  trader  which  were  valued  at  £600.     There 

P^y  was  an  agreement  between  the  lender  and  the  trader  that  the  bills  of  sale 

i/^t/^^ciZ  should  be  from  time  to  time  renewed,  so  as  to  render  it  not  necessary  to 

/  ^ jf  j^y42  register  them.    The  bills  were  accordingly  renewed  every  nineteen  days,  and 

^^t  7  o(^^  /7  ^ijia  ^ag  done  three  times.    The  trader  then  became  bankrupt: — 

^  Held,  that  the  last  bills  of  sale  were  invalid,  as  constituting  an  act  of 

bankruptcy. 
Decision  of  Bacon^  C.J.,  affirmed. 

'  Un  the  23rd  and  24th  of  May,  1870,  one  Barndt  Cohen  advanced 
to  Samuel  Sparke,  a  coach-builder  at  Liverpool^  two  sums  of 
£27  lOs.  each,  on  the  security  of  two  bills  of  sale,  one  of  which 
comprised  all  8parke*8  household  goods  and  furniture,  and  the 
other  all  his  stock-in-trade;  the  goods,  furniture,  and  stock-in- 
trade,  forming,  in  fact,  the  whole  of  his  property.  At  the  time 
when  these  bills  of  sale  were  given,  a  verbal  agreement  was 
entered  into  between  Cohen  and  SparJce  that  the  bills  should,  if 
SparJce  desired  it,  be  renewed  from  time  to  time  within  the  period 
of  twenty-one  days,  so  as  to  avoid  the  necessity  of  registration 
under  the  BUb  of  Sale  Ad,  and  that  Sparke  should  on  each  renewal 
pay  the  sum  of  £5  to  Cohen,  such  sum  to  include  all  expenses. 
The  bills  were,  in  fact,  so  renewed,  and  fresh  bills  were  given 
twice  in  June,  and  again  on  the  20th  of  July.    On  the  9th  of 
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Aagnst  Sparie  presented  a  petition  for  liquidation  by  arrange- 
ment. The  bills  of  the  20th  of  July  were  registered  after  the 
presentation  of  the  petition  for  liquidation,  and  Cohen  then  brought 
an  action  for  the  goods  against  the  trustee  under  the  liquidation. 
The  Judge  of  the  Ck)unty  Court  at  Liverpool  restrained  the  action, 
and  afterwards  refused  to  dissolve  the  injunction,  and  also  decided 
that  the  bills  were  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  void  as  against  the 
trustee  under  the  liquidation,  on  the  ground  that  they  amounted 
to  an  assignment  of  the  whole  of  Sparke^s  property  to  secure  a 
past  debt  These  decisions  were  afterwards  affirmed  by  the  Chief 
Judge,  and  Cohen  now  appealed.  It  was  stated  that  the  property 
included  in  the  bills  of  sale  exceeded  £600  in  value. 

Mr.  De  Oexj  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  BagUy  for  the  Appellant : — 

First,  as  to  the  injunction.  This  ought  to  be  dissolved,  and  we 
ought  to  be  left  to  try  at  law  whether  the  bills  of  sale  are  valid. 
We  have  a  good  legal  title,  and  though  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy 
may  have  jurisdiction  given  it  under  32  &  33  Vict.  c.  71,  ss,  13, 
66,  72,  that  jurisdiction  is  only  co-ordinate,  and  the  Courts  of 
Common  Law  are  not  deprived  of  their  jurisdiction.  We  do  not 
proceed  against  the  estate,  but  against  the  trustee.  The  Court  of 
Bankruptcy  can  decide  questions  relating  to  the  bankrupt's  estate, 
.  but  our  case  is,  that  this  is  not  the  bankrupt's  estate  at  all.  Ex 
parte  Anderson  (1)  w£ts  a  very  special  case. 

The  Lord  Justice  James  : — I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  this  is 
just  the  case  to  which  the  Act  is  intended  to  apply.  Here  is  a 
question  whether  these  goods  belong  to  the  bankrupt's  estate,  and 
all  such  questions  are  now  to  be  tried  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy. 
The  question  must  be  determined  in  order  to  distribute  the  estate 
of  the  bankrupt;  and  instead  of  allowing  whatever  is  left  of  the 
estate  to  be  frittered  away  in  litigation,  the  Legislature  has  deter- 
mined that  there  should  be  one  Court  to  decide  all  these  questions. 
We  should  be  very  wrong  if  we  were  to  decide  this  case  so  as  to 
throw  any  doubt  upon  the  subject. 

The  LoBD  Justice  Melli&h  : — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  For 
the  purpose  of  getting  a  better  distribution  of  the  estate,  the  Court 

(1)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  473. 


L.  JJ, 

1871 


Ex  parte 

OOHEK. 

Jn  re 
Spabke. 
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L.  JJ.      capital  ought  to  be  taken  into  account,  and  not  any  interest 
1871       accrued  before  the  estate  became  divisible. 


Poole 

17. 


Poole.       SiR  G.  MelLISH,  L.J. : — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Solicitors:    Messrs.  Parkers^    Pritchard,   dt  Sharpe;    Messrs. 
Sopwood  (&  Sons  ;  Messrs.  MUne  &  Co. 


LJJ.  JEJb  ^rfe  COHEN.    IwreSPAEKE. 

1871 

Injunction — BiM  of  Sale — Act  of  Bankruptcy — Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  as,  13, 72. 


Nov.  8,  9. 


<j^ 


«4^ 


The  Court  of  Bankruptcy  has  power  to  restrain  a  creditor  from  bringing 
against  the  trustee  under  a  liquidation  an  action  upon  a  bill  of  sale  giTcn  by 
the  debtor,  the  validity  of  which  is  disputed  by  the  trustee. 
An  advance  of  £55  was  made  to  a  trader,  on  the  security  of  bills  of  sale  of 
//^        /[  all  the  goods  and  effects  of  the  trader  which  were  valued  at  £600.     There 

^     ^y  was  an  agreement  between  the  lender  and  the  trader  that  the  bills  of  sale 

^^  should  be  from  time  to  time  renewed,  so  as  to  render  it  not  necessary  to 

/  j^  jf  /?A2  register  them.    The  bills  were  accordingly  renewed  every  nineteen  days,  and 

^^i/ H  ^  ^7  this  was  done  three  times.    The  trader  then  became  bankrupt: — 

^  Eddy  that  the  last  bills  of  sale  were  invalid,  as  constituting  an  act  of 

bankruptcy. 
Decision  of  Bacon,  C.J.,  affirmed. 

'  On  the  23rd  and  24th  of  May,  1870,  one  Bamdi  Cohen  advanced 
to  Samud  SparJce,  a  coach-builder  at  Liverpool,  two  sums  of 
£27  10«.  each,  on  the  security  of  two  bills  of  sale,  one  of  which 
comprised  all  Sparke^s  household  goods  and  furniture,  and  the 
other  all  his  stock-in-trade;  the  goods,  furniture,  and  stock-in- 
trade,  forming,  in  fact,  the  whole  of  his  property.  At  the  time 
when  these  bills  of  sale  were  given,  a  verbal  agreement  was 
entered  into  between  CoJien  and  Sparke  that  the  bills  should,  if 
Sparke  desired  it,  be  renewed  from  time  to  time  within  the  period 
of  twenty-one  days,  so  as  to  avoid  the  necessity  of  registration 
under  the  BiUs  of  Sale  Act,  and  that  Sparke  should  on  each  renewal 
pay  the  sum  of  £5  to  Cohen,  such  sum  to  include  all  expenses. 
The  bills  were,  in  fact,  so  renewed,  and  fresh  bills  were  given 
twice  in  June,  and  again  on  the  20th  of  July.    On  the  9th  of 
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August  Sparie  presented  a  petition  for  liquidation  by  arrange-      L.  JJ. 
ment.    The  bills  of  the  20th  of  July  were  registered  after  the       I87i 
presentation  of  the  petition  for  liquidation,  and  Cohen  then  brought     ez  parte 
an  action  for  the  goods  against  the  trustee  under  the  liquidation.      Oohmc. 
The  Judge  of  the  County  Court  at  Liverpocl  restrained  the  action,      Spabke. 
and  afterwards  refused  to  dissolve  the  injunction,  and  also  decided 
that  the  bills  were  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  void  as  against  the 
trustee  under  the  liquidation,  on  the  ground  that  they  amounted 
to  an  assignment  of  the  whole  of  Sparhe^s  property  to  secure  a 
past  debt    These  decisions  were  afterwards  affirmed  by  the  Chief 
Judge,  and  Cohen  now  appealed.    It  was  stated  that  the  property 
included  in  the  bills  of  sale  exceeded  £600  in  value. 

Mr.  De  Gex,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bagley  for  the  Appellant : — 

First,  as  to  the  injunction.  This  ought  to  be  dissolved,  and  we 
ought  to  be  left  to  try  at  law  whether  the  bills  of  sale  are  valid. 
We  have  a  good  legal  title,  and  though  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy 
may  have  jurisdiction  given  it  under  32  &  33  Vict.  c.  71,  ss.  13, 
66,  72,  that  jurisdiction  is  only  co-ordinate,  and  the  Courts  of 
Common  Law  are  not  deprived  of  their  jurisdiction.  We  do  not 
proceed  against  the  estate,  but  against  the  trustee.  The  Court  of 
Bankruptcy  can  decide  questions  relating  to  the  bankrupt's  estate, 
but  our  case  is,  that  this  is  not  the  bankrupt's  estate  at  all.  Ex 
parte  Anderson  (1)  was  a  very  special  case. 

The  Lord  Justice  James  : — I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  this  is 
just  the  case  to  which  the  Act  is  intended  to  apply.  Here  is  a 
question  whether  these  goods  belong  to  the  bankrupt's  estate,  and 
all  such  questions  are  now  to  be  tried  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy. 
The  question  must  be  determined  in  order  to  distribute  the  estate 
of  the  bankrupt ;  and  instead  of  allowing  whatever  is  left  of  the 
estate  to  be  frittered  away  in  litigation,  the  Legislature  has  deter- 
mined that  there  should  be  one  Court  to  decide  all  these  questions. 
We  should  be  very  wrong  if  we  were  to  decide  this  case  so  as  to 
throw  any  doubt  upon  the  subject. 

The  Lord  Justice  Mellish  : — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    For 
the  purpose  of  getting  a  better  distribution  of  the  estate,  the  Court 

(1)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  473. 
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I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Solicitors :    Messrs.  FarkerSy    Pritchardj   dt  Sharpe ;    Messrs. 
Sopwood  &  Sons  ;  Messrs.  MUne  dt  Co. 
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LJJ.  Ex  parte  COUEN.    In  re  SPABKE. 

1871 

Injunction — BtU  of  Sale — Act  of  Bankruptcy — Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  8S,  13, 72. 

The  Court  of  Bankraptcy  has  power  to  restrain  a  creditor  from  bringing 

against  the  trustee  under  a  liquidation  an  action  upon  a  bill  of  sale  given  by 

y  the  debtor,  the  validity  of  which  is  disputed  by  the  trustee. 

^^^  An  advance  of  £55  was  made  to  a  trader,  on  the  security  of  bills  of  sale  of 

^        /[  all  the  goods  and  effects  of  the  trader  which  were  valued  at  £600.     There 

.  /^  /  was  an  agreement  between  the  lender  and  the  trader  that  the  bills  of  sale 

i^jt/^/!^  should  be  from  time  to  time  renewed,  so  as  to  render  it  not  necessary  to 

/  ^ jf  y^^  register  them.    The  bills  were  accordingly  renewed  every  nineteen  days,  and 

^^i' y  ^^^  ^7  this  was  done  three  times.    The  trader  then  became  bankrupt: — 

^  Eddy  that  the  last  bills  of  sale  were  invalid,  as  constituting  an  act  of 

bankruptcy. 
Decision  of  Bacon,  CJ.,  affirmed. 

'  On  the  23rd  and  24th  of  May,  1870,  one  Bamelt  Cohen  advanced 
to  Samud  SparJce,  a  coach-builder  at  Liverpool,  two  sums  of 
£27  lOs.  each,  on  the  security  of  two  bills  of  sale,  one  of  which 
comprised  all  Sparke^s  household  goods  and  furniture,  and  the 
other  all  his  stock-in-trade;  the  goods,  furniture,  and  stock-in- 
trade,  forming,  in  fact,  the  whole  of  his  property.  At  the  time 
when  these  bills  of  sale  were  given,  a  verbal  agreement  was 
entered  into  between  Cohen  and  Sparke  that  the  bills  should,  if 
Sparke  desired  it,  be  rene^'ed  from  time  to  time  within  the  period 
of  twenty-one  days,  so  as  to  avoid  the  necessity  of  registration 
under  the  Billa  of  Sale  Act,  and  that  Sparke  should  on  each  renewal 
pay  the  sum  of  £5  to  Cohen,  such  sum  to  include  all  expenses. 
The  bills  were,  in  fact,  so  renewed,  and  fresh  bills  were  given 
twice  in  June,  and  again  on  the  20th  of  July.    On  the  9th  of 
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August  Sparie  presented  a  petition  for  liquidation  by  arrange- 
ment. The  bills  of  the  20th  of  July  were  registered  after  the 
presentation  of  the  petition  for  liquidation,  and  Cohen  then  brought 
an  action  for  the  goods  against  the  trustee  under  the  liquidation. 
The  Judge  of  the  County  Court  at  Liverpool  restrained  the  action, 
and  afterwards  refused  to  dissolve  the  injunction,  and  also  decided 
that  the  bills  were  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  void  as  against  the 
trustee  under  the  liquidation,  on  the  ground  that  they  amounted 
to  an  assignment  of  the  whole  of  Sparke'a  property  to  secure  a 
past  debt  These  decisions  were  afterwards  affirmed  by  the  Chief 
Judge,  and  Cohen  now  appealed.  It  was  stated  that  the  property 
included  in  the  bills  of  sale  exceeded  £600  in  value. 

Mr.  De  Gex,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  BagUy  for  the  Appellant : — 

First,  as  to  the  injunction.  This  ought  to  be  dissolved,  and  we 
ought  to  be  left  to  try  at  law  whether  the  bills  of  sale  are  valid. 
We  have  a  good  legal  title,  and  though  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy 
may  have  jurisdiction  given  it  under  32  &  33  Yict.  c  71,  ss.  13, 
66,  72,  that  jurisdiction  is  only  co-ordinate,  and  the  Courts  of 
Common  Law  are  not  deprived  of  their  jurisdiction.  We  do  not 
proceed  against  the  estate,  but  against  the  trustee.  The  Court  of 
Bankruptcy  can  decide  questions  relating  to  the  bankrupt's  estate, 
but  our  case  is,  that  this  is  not  the  bankrupt's  estate  at  all.  Ex 
parte  Anderson  (1)  was  a  very  special  case. 

The  Lord  Justice  James  : — I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  this  is 
just  the  case  to  which  the  Act  is  intended  to  apply.  Here  is  a 
question  whether  these  goods  belong  to  the  bankrupt's  estate,  and 
all  such  questions  are  now  to  be  tried  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy. 
The  question  must  be  determined  in  order  to  distribute  the  estate 
of  the  bankrupt ;  and  instead  of  allowing  whatever  is  left  of  the 
estate  to  be  frittered  away  in  litigation,  the  Legislature  has  deter- 
mined that  there  should  be  one  Court  to  decide  all  these  questions. 
We  should  be  very  wrong  if  we  were  to  decide  this  case  so  as  to 
throw  any  doubt  upon  the  subject. 

The  Lord  Justice  Mellish  : — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  For 
the  purpose  of  getting  a  better  distribution  of  the  estate,  the  Court 
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L.  JJ.      capital  ought  to  be  taken  into  account,  and  not  any  interest 
1871       accrued  before  the  estate  became  divisible. 
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Poole.       SiB  G.  MelLISH,  L.J. : — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Solicitors:    Messrs.  Parkers,    Pritchard,   dk  Sharps;    Messrs. 
Hopwood  &  Sons  ;  Messrs.  MUne  &  Co. 
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LJJ.  JEJb  ^rfe  COHEN.    IwreSPAEKE. 

1871 

Injunction — BUI  of  Sale — Act  of  Bankruptcy — Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  «8. 13,  72. 

The  Court  of  Bankruptcy  has  power  to  restrain  a  creditor  from  bringing 

against  the  trustee  under  a  liquidation  an  action  upon  a  bill  of  sale  given  by 

y  the  debtor,  the  validity  of  which  is  disputed  by  the  trustee. 

ccUc  An  advance  of  £55  was  made  to  a  trader,  on  the  security  of  bills  of  sale  of 

//^      j/i^  ^  ^^®  goods  and  effects  of  the  trader  which  were  valued  at  £600.     There 

was  an  agreement  between  the  lender  and  the  trader  that  the  bills  of  sale 
should  be  from  time  to  time  renewed,  so  as  to  render  it  not  necessary  to 
register  them.  The  bills  were  accordingly  renewed  every  nineteen  days,  and 
this  was  done  three  times.    The  trader  then  became  bankrupt : — 

Iltldy  that  the  last  bills  of  sale  were  invalid,  as  constituting  an  act  of 
bankruptcy. 
Decision  of  Bacon,  C.  J.,  affirmed. 

UN  the  23rd  and  24th  of  May,  1870,  one  Barndt  Cohen  advanced 
to  Samud  SparJce,  a  coach-builder  at  Liverpool,  two  soms  of 
£27  lOs.  each,  on  the  security  of  two  bills  of  sale,  one  of  which 
comprised  all  Sparie's  household  goods  and  furniture,  and  the 
other  all  his  stock-in-trade;  the  goods,  furniture,  and  stock-in- 
trade,  forming,  in  fact,  the  whole  of  his  property.  At  the  time 
when  these  biUs  of  sale  were  given,  a  verbal  agreement  was 
entered  into  between  Cohen  and  Sparke  that  the  bills  should,  if 
SparJce  desired  it,  be  renewed  from  time  to  time  within  the  period 
of  twenty-one  days,  so  as  to  avoid  the  necessity  of  registration 
under  the  BtUs  of  Sale  Act,  and  that  SparJce  should  on  each  renewal 
pay  the  sum  of  £5  to  Cohen,  such  sum  to  include  all  expenses. 
The  bills  were,  in  fact,  so  renewed,  and  fresh  bills  were  given 
twice  in  June,  and  again  on  the  20th  of  July.    On  the  9th  of 
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Angost  Sparie  presented  a  petition  for  liquidation  by  arrange-      L.  J  J. 
ment.    The  bills  of  the  20th  of  July  were  registered  after  the       1871 
presentation  of  the  petition  for  liquidation,  and  Cohen  then  brought     ^x  parte 
an  action  for  the  goods  against  the  trustee  under  the  liquidation.      Oohkic. 
The  Judge  of  the  County  Court  at  Liverpool  restrained  the  action,      Spabke. 
and  afterwards  refused  to  dissolve  the  injunction,  and  also  decided 
that  the  bills  were  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  void  as  against  the 
trastee  under  the  liquidation,  on  the  ground  that  they  amounted 
to  an  assignment  of  the  whole  of  Sparke^s  property  to  secure  a 
past  debt    These  decisions  were  afterwards  affirmed  by  the  Chief 
Judge,  and  Cohen  now  appealed.    It  was  stated  that  the  property 
included  in  the  bills  of  sale  exceeded  £600  in  value. 

Mr.  De  Gex^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  BagUy  for  the  Appellant : — 

First,  as  to  the  injunction.  This  ought  to  be  dissolved,  and  we 
onght  to  be  left  to  try  at  law  whether  the  bills  of  sale  are  valid. 
We  have  a  good  legal  title,  and  though  the  Coiirt  of  Bankruptcy 
may  have  jurisdiction  given  it  under  32  &  33  Vict.  c.  71,  ss.  13, 
66,  72,  that  jurisdiction  is  only  co-ordinate,  and  the  Courts  of 
Common  Law  are  not  deprived  of  their  jurisdiction.  We  do  not 
proceed  against  the  estate,  but  against  the  trustee.  The  Court  of 
Bankruptcy  can  decide  questions  relating  to  the  bankrupt's  estate, 
.  but  our  case  is,  that  this  is  not  the  bankrupt's  estate  at  all.  Ex 
parte  Anderson  (1)  was  a  very  special  case. 

The  Lord  Justice  James  : — I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  this  is 
just  the  case  to  which  the  Act  is  intended  to  apply.  Here  is  a 
question  whether  these  goods  belong  to  the  bankrupt's  estate,  and 
all  such  questions  are  now  to  be  tried  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy. 
The  question  must  be  determined  in  order  to  distribute  the  estate 
of  the  bankrupt ;  and  instead  of  allowing  whatever  is  left  of  the 
estate  to  be  frittered  away  in  litigation,  the  Legislature  has  deter- 
mined that  there  should  be  one  Court  to  decide  all  these  questions. 
We  should  be  very  wrong  if  we  were  to  decide  this  case  so  as  to 
throw  any  doubt  upon  the  subject. 

The  Lord  Justice  Mellish  : — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    For 
the  purpose  of  getting  a  better  distribution  of  the  estate,  the  Court 

(1)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  473. 
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Poole.       SiR  G.  MelLISH,  L.J. : — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Solicitors:    Messrs.  Parkers,    Pritchard^   dt  Sharpe;    Messra, 
Soptoood  &  Sons  ;  Messrs.  MUne  &  Co, 
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L.JJ.  JEJb  ^rfe  COHEN.    IwreSPAEKE. 

1871 

Injunction — BiU  of  Sale — Act  of  Bankruptcy — Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  ss,  13,  72. 

The  Court  of  Bankruptcy  has  power  to  restrain  a  creditor  from  bringing 

against  the  trustee  under  a  liquidation  an  action  upon  a  bill  of  sale  glTen  by 

y  the  debtor,  the  validity  of  which  is  disputed  by  the  trustee. 

cCUc  An  advance  of  £55  was  made  to  a  trader,  on  the  security  of  bills  of  sale  of 

^       y[  all  the  goods  and  effects  of  the  trader  which  were  valued  at  £600.     There 

was  an  agreement  between  the  lender  and  the  trader  that  the  bills  of  sale 
should  be  from  time  to  time  renewed,  so  as  to  render  it  not  necessary  to 
register  them.  The  bills  were  accordingly  renewed  every  nineteen  days,  and 
this  was  done  three  times.    The  trader  then  became  bankrupt : — 

Etld^  that  the  last  bills  of  sale  were  invalid,  as  constituting  an  act  of 
bankruptcy. 
Decision  of  Bojcon^  C.J.,  affirmed. 

Un  the  23rd  and  24th  of  May,  1870,  one  Bamdt  Cohen  advanced 
to  Samud  SparJce,  a  coach-builder  at  Liverpool,  two  sums  of 
£27  lOs.  each,  on  the  security  of  two  bills  of  sale,  one  of  which 
comprised  all  8parke*s  household  goods  and  furniture,  and  the 
other  all  his  stock-in-trade;  the  goods,  furniture,  and  stock-in- 
trade,  forming,  in  fact,  the  whole  of  his  property.  At  the  time 
when  these  bills  of  sale  were  given,  a  verbal  agreement  was 
entered  into  between  Cohen  and  Sparke  that  the  bills  should,  if 
Sparke  desired  it,  be  renewed  from  time  to  time  within  the  period 
of  twenty-one  days,  so  as  to  avoid  the  necessity  of  registration 
under  the  Bills  of  Sale  Act,  and  that  Sparke  should  on  each  renewal 
pay  the  sum  of  £5  to  Cohen,  such  sum  to  include  all  expenses. 
The  bills  were,  in  fact,  so  renewed,  and  fresh  bills  were  given 
tv\ice  in  June,  and  again  on  the  20th  of  July.    On  the  9th  of 
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AngOBt  Sparie  presented  a  petition  for  liquidation  by  arrange- 
ment. The  bills  of  the  20th  of  July  were  registered  after  the 
presentation  of  the  petition  for  liquidation,  and  Cohen  then  brought 
an  action  for  the  goods  against  the  trustee  under  the  liquidation. 
The  Judge  of  the  County  Court  at  Liverpool  restrained  the  action, 
and  afterwards  refused  to  dissolve  the  injunction,  and  also  decided 
that  the  bills  were  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  void  as  against  the 
trustee  under  the  liquidation,  on  the  ground  that  they  amounted 
to  an  assignment  of  the  whole  of  Sparke's  property  to  secure  a 
past  debt  These  decisions  were  afterwards  affirmed  by  the  Chief 
Judge,  and  Cohen  now  appealed.  It  was  stated  that  the  property 
included  in  the  bills  of  sale  exceeded  £600  in  value. 

Mr.  De  Gex,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  BagUy  for  the  Appellant : — 

First,  as  to  the  injunction.  This  ought  to  be  dissolved,  and  we 
ought  to  be  left  to  try  at  law  whether  the  bills  of  sale  are  valid. 
We  have  a  good  legal  title,  and  though  the  Coiirt  of  Bankruptcy 
may  have  jurisdiction  given  it  under  32  &  33  Yict.  c.  71,  ss.  13, 
66,  72,  that  jurisdiction  is  only  co-ordinate,  and  the  Courts  of 
Common  Law  are  not  deprived  of  their  jurisdiction.  We  do  not 
proceed  against  the  estate,  but  against  the  trustee.  The  Court  of 
Bankruptcy  can  decide  questions  relating  to  the  bankrupt's  estate, 
but  our  case  is,  that  this  is  not  the  bankrupt's  estate  at  all.  Ex 
parte  Anderson  (1)  was  a  very  special  case. 

The  Lord  Justice  James  : — I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  this  is 
just  the  case  to  which  the  Act  is  intended  to  apply.  Here  is  a 
question  whether  these  goods  belong  to  the  bankrupt's  estate,  and 
all  such  questions  are  now  to  be  tried  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy. 
The  question  must  be  determined  in  order  to  distribute  the  estate 
of  the  bankrupt ;  and  instead  of  allowing  whatever  is  left  of  the 
estate  to  be  frittered  away  in  litigation,  the  Legislature  has  deter- 
mined that  there  should  be  one  Court  to  decide  all  these  questions. 
We  should  be  very  wrong  if  we  were  to  decide  this  case  so  as  to 
throw  any  doubt  upon  the  subject. 

The  Lord  Justice  Mellish  : — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  For 
the  purpose  of  getting  a  better  distribution  of  the  estate,  the  Court 

(1)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  473. 
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The  Court  of  Bankruptcy  has  power  to  restrain  a  creditor  from  bringing 

against  the  trustee  under  a  liquidation  an  action  upon  a  bill  of  sale  given  by 

the  debtor,  the  validity  of  which  is  disputed  by  the  trustee. 

An  advance  of  £55  was  made  to  a  trader,  on  the  security  of  bills  of  sale  of 

/^        /^  all  the  goods  and  effects  of  the  trader  which  were  valued  at  £600.     There 

^     ^y  was  an  agreement  between  the  lender  and  the  trader  that  the  bills  of  sale 

l/fy/^^^K  should  be  from  time  to  time  renewed,  so  as  to  render  it  not  necessary  to 

/ ^ ^  y^^         register  them.    The  bills  were  accordingly  renewed  every  nineteen  days,  and 

^^i'  y  4^  v/  //    this  was  done  three  times.    The  trader  then  became  bankrupt : — 

^  Bdd,  that  the  last  bills  of  sale  were  invalid,  as  constituting  an  act  of 

bankruptcy. 
Decision  of  Bacon,  C.  J.«  affirmed. 

'  On  the  23rd  and  24th  of  May,  1870,  one  Bamdt  Cohen  advanced 
to  Samuel  SparJee,  a  coach-builder  at  Liverpool,  two  sums  of 
£27  lOs.  each,  on  the  security  of  two  bills  of  sale,  one  of  which 
comprised  all  Sparie's  household  goods  and  furniture,  and  the 
other  all  his  stock-in-trade;  the  goods,  furniture,  and  stock-in- 
trade,  forming,  in  fact,  the  whole  of  his  property.  At  the  time 
when  these  bills  of  sale  were  given,  a  verbal  agreement  was 
entered  into  between  Cohen  and  Sparke  that  the  bills  should,  if 
SparTce  desired  it,  be  renewed  from  time  to  time  within  the  period 
of  twenty-one  days,  so  as  to  avoid  the  necessity  of  registration 
under  the  BiUs  of  Sale  Act,  and  that  SparTce  should  on  each  renewal 
pay  the  sum  of  £5  to  Cohen,  such  sum  to  include  all  expenses. 
The  bills  were,  in  fact,  so  renewed,  and  fresh  bills  were  given 
twice  in  June,  and  again  on  the  20th  of  July.    On  the  9th  of 
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August  Sparke  presented  a  petition  for  Uquidation  by  arrange- 
ment.  The  bills  of  the  20th  of  July  were  registered  after  the 
presentation  of  the  petition  for  liquidation,  and  Cohen  then  brought 
an  action  for  the  goods  against  the  trustee  under  the  liquidation. 
The  Judge  of  the  County  Court  at  Liverpool  restrained  the  action, 
and  afterwards  refused  to  dissolve  the  injunction,  and  also  decided 
that  the  bills  were  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  void  as  against  the 
trustee  under  the  liquidation,  on  the  ground  that  they  amounted 
to  an  assignment  of  the  whole  of  Sparke' 8  property  to  secure  a 
past  debt  These  decisions  were  afterwards  affirmed  by  the  Chief 
Judge,  and  Cohen  now  appealed.  It  was  stated  that  the  property 
included  in  the  bills  of  sale  exceeded  £600  in  value. 

Mr.  De  Gex,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bagley  for  the  Appellant : — 

First,  as  to  the  injunction.  This  ought  to  be  dissolved,  and  we 
ought  to  be  left  to  try  at  law  whether  the  bills  of  sale  are  valid. 
We  have  a  good  legal  title,  and  though  the  Coiirt  of  Bankruptcy 
may  have  jurisdiction  given  it  under  32  &  33  Vict,  c  71,  ss.  13, 
66,  72,  that  jurisdiction  is  only  co-ordinate,  and  the  Courts  of 
Common  Law  are  not  deprived  of  their  jurisdiction.  We  do  not 
proceed  against  the  estate,  but  against  the  trustee.  The  Court  of 
Bankruptcy  can  decide  questions  relating  to  the  bankrupt's  estate, 
but  our  case  is,  that  this  is  not  the  bankrupt's  estate  at  all.  Ex 
parte  Anderson  (1)  was  a  very  special  case. 

The  Lord  Justice  James  : — I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  this  is 
just  the  case  to  which  the  Act  is  intended  to  apply.  Here  is  a 
question  whether  these  goods  belong  to  the  bankrupt's  estate,  and 
all  such  questions  are  now  to  be  tried  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy. 
The  question  must  be  determined  in  order  to  distribute  the  estate 
of  the  bankrupt ;  and  instead  of  allowing  whatever  is  left  of  the 
estate  to  be  frittered  away  in  litigation,  the  Legislature  has  deter- 
mined that  there  should  be  one  Court  to  decide  all  these  questions. 
We  should  be  very  wrong  if  we  were  to  decide  this  case  so  as  to 
throw  any  doubt  upon  the  subject. 

The  Lord  Justice  Mellish  : — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    For 
the  purpose  of  getting  a  better  distribution  of  the  estate,  the  Court 

(1)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  473. 
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L.  JJ.      capital  ought  to  be  taken  into  account,  and  not  any  interest 
1871       accrued  before  the  estate  became  divisible. 


Poole 

V. 


Poole.       SiR  G.  MelLISH,  L.J. : — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Solicitors:    Messrs.  Parkers,    Pritchardy   dt  Sharpe;    Messrs. 
Sopwood  &  Sons  ;  Messrs.  MUne  &  Co. 


Nov.  8.  9. 


LJJ.  Ex  parte  COBiEN.    In  re  SPABKE. 

1871 

Injunction — BiU  of  Sale — Act  of  Bankruptcy — Bankruptcy  Act,  1869, 88, 13,  72. 

The  Court  of  Bankruptcy  has  power  to  restrain  a  creditor  from  bringing 
against  the  trustee  under  a  liquidation  an  action  upon  a  bill  of  sale  glTcn  by 
y  the  debtor,  the  validity  of  which  is  disputed  by  the  trustee. 

^c^  An  advance  of  £55  was  made  to  a  trader,  on  the  security  of  bills  of  sale  of 

/^  all  the  goods  and  effects  of  the  trader  which  were  valued  at  £600.     There 

was  an  agreement  between  the  lender  and  the  trader  that  the  bills  of  sale 
should  be  from  time  to  time  renewed,  so  as  to  render  it  not  necessary  to 
register  them.    The  bills  were  accordingly  renewed  every  nineteen  days,  and 


/  ^  jf  /^ ydJ  x^iBMsr  uxciu.      xuu  uiits  woic  nuuuiuiu^Lj  jciitjwcu.  cvcrjf  uiucvocu 

^^i  /  4^^   y/    this  was  done  three  times.    The  trader  then  became  bankrupt : — 

^  Held,  that  the  last  bills  of  sale  were  invalid,  as  constituting 


an  act  of 
bankruptcy. 
Decision  of  Bacon,  C.J.,  affirmed. 

Un  the  23rd  and  24th  of  May,  1870,  one  Barndt  Cohen  advanced 
to  Samud  Sparke,  a  coach-builder  at  Liverpool,  two  sums  of 
£27  lOs.  each,  on  the  security  of  two  bills  of  sale,  one  of  which 
comprised  all  Sparke^s  household  goods  and  furniture,  and  the 
other  all  his  stock-in-trade;  the  goods,  furniture,  and  stock-in- 
trade,  forming,  in  fact,  the  whole  of  his  property.  At  the  time 
when  these  bills  of  sale  were  given,  a  verbal  agreement  was 
entered  into  between  Cohen  and  Sparke  that  the  bills  should,  if 
Sparke  desired  it,  be  renewed  from  time  to  time  within  the  period 
of  twenty-one  days,  so  as  to  avoid  the  necessity  of  registration 
under  the  Bills  of  Sale  Ad,  and  that  Sparke  should  on  each  renewal 
pay  the  sum  of  £5  to  Cohen,  such  sum  to  include  all  expenses. 
The  bills  were,  in  fact,  so  renewed,  and  fresh  bills  were  given 
twice  in  June,  and  again  on  the  20th  of  July.    On  the  9th  of 
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AngoBt  Sparks  presented  a  petition  for  liquidation  by  arrange- 
ment. The  bills  of  the  20th  of  July  were  registered  after  the 
presentation  of  the  petition  for  liquidation,  and  Cohen  then  brought 
an  action  for  the  goods  against  the  trustee  under  the  liquidation. 
The  Judge  of  the  County  Court  at  Liverpool  restrained  the  action, 
and  afterwards  refused  to  dissolve  the  injunction,  and  also  decided 
that  the  bills  were  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  void  as  against  the 
trustee  under  the  liquidation,  on  the  ground  that  they  amounted 
to  an  assignment  of  the  whole  of  Sparke'a  property  to  secure  a 
past  debt  These  decisions  were  afterwards  affirmed  by  the  Chief 
Judge,  and  OoThen  now  appealed.  It  was  stated  that  the  property 
included  in  the  bills  of  sale  exceeded  £600  in  value. 

Mr.  De  Gex,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  BagUy  for  the  Appellant : — 

First,  as  to  the  injunction.  This  ought  to  be  dissolved,  and  we 
ought  to  be  left  to  try  at  law  whether  the  bills  of  sale  are  valid. 
We  have  a  good  legal  title,  and  though  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy 
may  have  jurisdiction  given  it  under  32  &  33  Yict.  c  71,  ss.  13, 
66,  72,  that  jurisdiction  is  only  co-ordinate,  and  the  Courts  of 
Common  Law  are  not  deprived  of  their  jurisdiction.  We  do  not 
proceed  against  the  estate,  but  against  the  trustee.  The  Court  of 
Bankruptcy  can  decide  questions  relating  to  the  bankrupt's  estate, 
but  our  case  is,  that  this  is  not  the  bankrupt's  estate  at  all.  Ex 
parte  Anderson  (1)  was  a  very  special  case. 

The  LoBD  Justice  James  : — I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  this  is 
just  the  case  to  which  the  Act  is  intended  to  apply.  Here  is  a 
question  whether  these  goods  belong  to  the  bankrupt's  estate,  and 
all  such  questions  are  now  to  be  tried  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy. 
The  question  must  be  determined  in  order  to  distribute  the  estate 
of  the  bankrupt ;  and  instead  of  allowing  whatever  is  left  of  the 
estate  to  be  frittered  away  in  litigation,  the  Legislature  has  deter- 
mined that  there  should  be  one  Court  to  decide  all  these  questions. 
We  should  be  very  wrong  if  we  were  to  decide  this  case  so  as  to 
throw  any  doubt  upon  the  subject. 

The  Lord  Justice  Mellish  : — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    For 
the  purpose  of  getting  a  better  distribution  of  the  estate,  the  Court 

(1)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  473. 


L.  JJ, 
1871 


Ex^rU 

OOHKIC. 

Tn  re 
Spabke. 


20  CHANCERY  APPEALS.  [L.  R. 

L.  JJ.      capital  ought  to  be  taken  into  account^  and  not  any  interest 
1871       accrued  before  the  estate  became  divisible. 


Pools 

V. 


PoOTA      Sir  G.  Mellish,  L.J, : — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Solicitors:    Messrs.  Parkers,    Pritchard,   dk  Sharps;    Messrs. 
Sopwood  &  Sons  ;  Messrs.  MUne  &  Co. 


Nov.  8.  9. 


LJJ.  JEJb  ^rfe  COHEN.    Ifi  re  SPAEKE. 

1871 

Injunction — Bill  of  Sale — Act  of  Bankruptcy — Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  a,  13,  72. 

The  Court  of  Bankraptcy  has  power  to  restrain  a  creditor  from  bringing 

against  the  trustee  under  a  liquidation  an  action  upon  a  bill  of  sale  glTen  by 

y  the  debtor,  the  validity  of  which  is  disputed  by  the  trustee. 

ccUc  An  advance  of  £55  was  made  to  a  trader,  on  the  security  of  bills  of  sale  of 

^        /[  all  the  goods  and  effects  of  the  trader  which  were  valued  at  £600.     There 

.  ^y  was  an  agreement  between  the  lender  and  the  trader  that  the  bills  of  sale 

9^4^/!^  should  be  from  time  to  time  renewed,  so  as  to  render  it  not  necessary  to 

/  ^ ^  j^^  register  them.    The  bills  were  accordingly  renewed  every  nineteen  days,  and 

K^^t  y  ^K^  ^y  this  was  done  three  times.    The  trader  then  became  bankrupt : — 

^  Btldy  that  the  last  bills  of  sale  were  invalid,  as  constituting  an  act  of 

bankruptcy. 
Decision  of  Bacon,  C.J.,  affirmed. 

'  On  the  23rd  and  24th  of  May,  1870,  one  Bamelt  Cohen  advanced 
to  Samud  Sparke,  a  coach-bnilder  at  Liverpool,  two  sums  of 
£27  lOs.  each,  on  the  security  of  two  bills  of  sale,  one  of  which 
comprised  all  Spark^s  household  goods  and  furniture,  and  the 
other  all  his  stock-in-trade;  the  goods,  furniture,  and  stock-in- 
trade,  forming,  in  fact,  the  whole  of  his  property.  At  the  time 
when  these  bills  of  sale  were  given,  a  verbal  agreement  was 
entered  into  between  Cohen  and  Sparke  that  the  bills  should,  if 
Sparke  desired  it,  be  renewed  from  time  to  time  within  the  period 
of  twenty-one  days,  so  as  to  avoid  the  necessity  of  registration 
under  the  BUU  of  Sale  Act,  and  that  Sparke  should  on  each  renewal 
pay  the  sum  of  £5  to  Cohen,  such  sum  to  include  all  expenses. 
The  bills  were,  in  fact,  so  renewed,  and  fresh  bills  were  given 
twice  in  June,  and  again  on  the  20th  of  July.    On  the  9th  of 
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Angnst  Sparke  presented  a  petition  for  liquidation  by  arrange-      L.  JJ. 
ment.    The  bills  of  the  20th  of  July  were  registered  after  the        1871 
presentation  of  the  petition  for  liquidation,  and  Cohen  then  brought     ex  parte 
an  action  for  the  goods  against  the  trustee  under  the  liquidation.      Cohen. 
The  Judge  of  the  County  Court  at  Liverpool  restrained  the  action,      Spabke. 
and  afterwards  refused  to  dissolve  the  injunction,  and  also  decided 
that  the  bills  were  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  void  as  against  the 
tmstee  under  the  liquidation,  on  the  ground  that  they  amounted 
to  an  assignment  of  the  whole  of  Sparke's  property  to  secure  a 
past  debt    These  decisions  were  afterwards  affirmed  by  the  Chief 
Judge,  and  Cohen  now  appealed.    It  was  stated  that  the  property 
included  in  the  bills  of  sale  exceeded  £600  in  value. 

Mr.  De  Gex,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bagley  for  the  Appellant : — 

First,  as  to  the  injunction.  This  ought  to  be  dissolved,  and  we 
ought  to  be  left  to  try  at  law  whether  the  bills  of  sale  are  valid. 
We  have  a  good  legal  title,  and  though  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy 
may  have  jurisdiction  given  it  under  32  &  33  Yict.  c.  71,  ss.  13, 
66,  72,  that  jurisdiction  is  only  co-ordinate,  and  the  Courts  of 
Common  Law  are  not  deprived  of  their  jurisdiction.  We  do  not 
proceed  against  the  estate,  but  against  the  trustee.  The  Court  of 
Bankruptcy  can  decide  questions  relating  to  the  bankrupt's  estate, 
but  our  case  is,  that  this  is  not  the  bankrupt's  estate  at  all.  Ex 
parte  Anderson  (1)  was  a  very  special  case. 

The  Lord  Justice  James  : — I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  this  is 
just  the  case  to  which  the  Act  is  intended  to  apply.  Here  is  a 
question  whether  these  goods  belong  to  the  bankrupt's  estate,  and 
all  such  questions  are  now  to  be  tried  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy. 
The  question  must  be  determined  in  order  to  distribute  the  estate 
of  the  bankrupt ;  and  instead  of  allowing  whatever  is  left  of  the 
estate  to  be  frittered  away  in  litigation,  the  Legislature  has  deter- 
mined that  there  should  be  one  Court  to  decide  all  these  questions. 
We  should  be  very  wrong  if  we  were  to  decide  this  case  so  as  to 
throw  any  doubt  upon  the  subject. 

The  Lord  Justice  Mellish  : — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    For 
the  purpose  of  getting  a  better  distribution  of  the  estate,  the  Court 

(1)  Law  Rep.  5  Oh.  473. 
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of  Bankruptcy,  and  no  other  Court,  is  to  decide  questions  relating 
to  that  estate.  No  other  Court  is  to  restrain  proceedings  in  the 
Court  of  Bankruptcy,  and  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  has  power  to 
restrain  proceedings  in  any  other  Court.  As  to  the  remedy  being 
against  the  trustee  in  person,  and  not  against  the  goods,  I  think 
that  is  the  very  reason  why  the  injunction  should  be  maintained, 
for  the  question  really  is,  to  which  of  these  two  parties  the  goods 
of  the  bankrupt  belong. 

Mr.  De  Gex  and  Mr.  BagUy  then  proceeded  to  contend  that  the 
bills  of  sale  did  not  constitute  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  were  valid. 
They  were  given  in  pursuance  of  a  prior  agreement.  There  was 
no  bargain  that  Cohen  would  not  register,  but  they  agreed  that 
the  bills  should  from  time  to  time  be  renewed.  Cohen  might  have 
enforced  his  security  at  any  time,  and  merely  gave  the  debtor 
time,  thereby  benefiting  the  creditors :  BUUesbne  v.  Cooke  (1) ; 
HclUingsworth  v.  White  (2).  There  was  a  perfectly  good  convey- 
ance of  the  goods,  and  a  contingentagreement  to  renew  it.  That 
agreement  could  not  make  a  good  mortgage  invalid.  It  was  true 
that  the  advance  was  small  in  proportion  to  the  value  of  the  goods 
pledged,  but  when  there  was  only  a  mortgage,  and  not  a  sale,  that 
did  not  signify.  They  also  cited  Harris,  v  Bickett  (3) ;  Hutton  v. 
CmttweU  (4) ;  PenneU  v.  Reynolds  (5). 

Mr.  Beedy  and  Mr.  Wheeler,  on  the  other  side,  were  not  called 
upon. 

Sir  W.  M.  James,  L  J. : — 

In  my  opinion  the  decision  of  the  County  Court  Judge,  affirmed 
by  the  Chief  Judge,  is  perfectly  correct.  It  is  an  established 
principle  in  bankruptcy  that  an  assignment  of  all  the  goods  of  a 
trader  by  way  of  security  for  a  past  debt  is  not  a  valid  assignment. 
Here  I  find  an  assignment  of  all  the  goods  and  stock-in-trade  of 
the  debtor,  which  on  the  face  of  it  purports  to  be  made  in  con- 
sideration of  two  sums  of  £27  10s.  each,  advanced  immediately 


(1)  6  E.  &  B.  296. 

(2)  10  W.  R.  619. 


(3)  4  H.  &  N.  1. 

(4)  1  E.  &  B.  15. 


(5)  11  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  709. 
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before  the  execution  of  the  deed.    There  was,  in  fact,  not  one       L.JJ. 
farthing  advanced  on  that  day  to  the  debtor.    It  appears  to  me        1871 
that  this  was  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  as  it  must  necessarily  have     Ex  parte 
the  effect  of  defeating  and  delaying  the  creditors.  Then  it  was  said  ^^ 

that  though  the  security  was  for  a  past  debt,  it  could  be  supported  8pabke. 
by  reason  of  a  prior  agreement  made  between  the  parties.  But 
that  agreement  was  evidently  concocted  for  the  purpose  of  evading, 
if  possible,  the  remedy  which  the  Act  as  to  bills  of  sale  intended 
to  provide  for  the  benefit  of  creditors.  This  attempt  at  fraud  does 
not,  in  my  opiniou,  strengthen  the  position  of  those  who  rely  upon 
it  to  support  the  assignment.  To  hold  that  such  an  assignment 
could  stand,  would  be  a  direct  encouragement  to  fraud. 

Sib  G.  Mkllish,  L.J. : — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  that  this  does  not  come 
\nthin  the  cases  cited,  where  a  bill  of  sale  is  upon  an  advance  agreed 
to  be  given,  and  is  afterwards  given,  in  which  case  it  has  been 
held  to  relate  back  to  the  time  of  the  advance.  In  all  those  cases 
the  agreement  to  give  the  bills  of  sale  was  binding  on  the  debtor 
for  the  benefit  of  the  creditor ;  but  it  is  obvious  that  this  debtor 
did  not  agree  to  give  a  fresh  bill  of  sale  for  the  benefit  of  the 
creditor.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  a  device  between  them  for  the 
benefit  of  the  debtor,  to  enable  him  to  avoid  that  registration 
which  the  Act  of  Parliament  has  required.  Such  a  consideration 
ought  not  to  prevent  the  application  of  the  ordinary  rule  that  a 
conveyance  of  all  a  man's  property  for  a  past  debt  is  an  act  of 
bankruptcy.  On  the  contrary,  it  aggravates  the  case,'as  indicating 
actual  fraud.    The  appeal  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Torr,  Janeway^  &  Co. ;  Messrs.  CJUnery  dt 
Aldridffe. 
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L.JJ.  Ex  parte  BOLLAKD.    In  «  CHERRY. 

1871 

^^-^  Fraudulent  Preference — Bankruptcy  Act^  1869,  «.  92. 

iViw.  23. 

—  A  payment  by  a  bankrupt  to  a  creditor,  shortly  before  his  bankruptcy, 

being  impeached  as  a  fraudulent  preference,  the  case  was  tried  before  a 

jury,  to  whom  the  points  submitted  were :  1.  Whether  the  bankrupt,  when 

he  made  the  payment  was  unable  to  pay  his  debts  as  they  became  due ; 

2.  Whether  he  made  it  with  a  view  to  give  that  creditor  a  preference  over 

his  other  creditors ;  and,  3,  whether  the  payment  was  made  by  the  bankrupt 

voluntarily  and  without  real  pressure,  bankruptcy  being  reasonably  imminent. 

The  jury  found  in  the  affirmative  on  the  ^pi  and  third  points,  and  in  the 

negative  on  the  second.    On  these  findings  the  County  Gk)urt  Judge  ordered 

the  money  paid  to  be  refunded  ;  but  the  Chief  Judge  reversed  this  decision  : — 

Eeld,  on  appeal,  that  the  decision  of  the  Chief  Judge  was  right,  for  that  tiie 

jury  having  found  as  a  i^ci  that  the  payment  was  not  made  with  a  view  ta 

giving  the  creditor  a  preference,  and  no  proceedings  being  taken  to  set  aside 

their  verdict,  this  finding  disposed  of  the  whole  case,  and  the  finding  on  the 

third  issue  wa«  immaterial,  that  issue  being  calculated  to  mislead  the  jury. 

JLeGDS  was  an  appeal  by  the  trustee  of  a  bankrapt's  estate  from  an 
order  of  the  Chief  Judge,  who  had  reversed  a  decision  of  the  County 
Court  Judge  at  Liverpool^  holding  a  payment  to  be  a  fraudulent 
preference. 

The  trustee  in  bankruptcy  had  [applied  for  an  order  on  Mr.  Ifirf- 
thews,  a  creditor,  to  refund  a  sum  of  £1072 10s.  which  Cherry^  shortly 
before  becoming  bankrupt,  had  paid  to  him  in  part  payment  of  a 
debt  of  £3000,  which  payment  was  alleged  by  the  trustee  to  be  a 
fraudulent  preference.  The  case  was  tried  before  the  County  Court 
Judge  and  a  jury,  the  following  issues  being  submitted  to  the 
jury  :— 

"Whether  the  bankrupt  when  he  made  the  payment  to  Mr. 
Matthews  was  unable  to  pay  his  debts  as  they  became  due  from 
his  own  moneys,  and  made  it  with  a  view  to  give  that  gentleman  a 
preference  over  his  other  creditors. 

"  Whether  the  payment  was  made  by  the  bankrupt  voluntarily 
and  without  real  pressure,  bankruptcy  being  reasonably  imminent."^ 

The  jury  found  that  the  banknipt  when  he  made  the  payment 
was  unable  to  pay  his  debts  as  they  became  due  from  his  own 
moneys — ^that  he  did  not  make  it  with  a  view  to  give  Matthews 
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a  preference  over  his  other  creditors — ^and  that  the  payment  was 
volnntary  and  \nthoat  real  pressure,  bankruptcy  being  reasonably 
imminent. 

The  Judge  upon  this  finding  made  an  order  upon  Matthews  to 
refund  the  £1072  IO5.  This  order  was  reversed  by  the  Chief 
Judge,  and  6rom  the  order  of  reversal  the  trustee  appealed. 

Mr.  HerecheU,  for  the  Appellant : — 

The  jury  have  negatived  the  intention  to  give  a  preference,  but 
they  have  also  found  facts  from  which,  according  to  Hale  v.  AH- 
nutt  (1),  Freefnan  v.  Pope  (2),  and  Ex  parte  Tempest  (3),  the  Court 
infers  that  intention.  In  this  state  of  things  the  Court  will  either 
afSrm  the  order  of  the  County  Court  Judge,  or  direct  a  new  trial. 

[Their  Lordships  asked  whether  the  Appellant  wished  to  go 
into  the  facts  of  the  case  to  shew  that  there  ought  to  be  a  new 
trial ;  but  he  declined  to  do  so.] 

Hr.  De  Oex,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Charles  Bttsseil,  for  Matthews,  were 
not  called  upon. 

Sir  W.  M.  James,  L.J. : — 

t  I  am  of  opinion  in  this  case  that  the  decision  of  the  Chief  Judge 
is  perfectly  well  founded.  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
proper  question  was  left  to  the  jury,  namely,  whether  the  debtor 
made  the  payment  with  a  view  of  giving  the  creditor  preference 
over  the  other  creditors,  and  that  their  verdict  upon  that  question 
determines  the  case.  It  is  not  suggested  to  us  on  the  part  of  the 
Appellant  that  there  was  any  miscarriage  on  the  part  of  the  Judge 
in  directing  the  jury  as  to  it,  nor  has  he  made  any  attempt  at 
shewing  that  the  verdict  was  against  the  evidence.  If  it  were  so, 
there  should  have  been  an  application  to  set  it  aside.  There  is  a 
verdict  by  the  jury  which  we  must  take  them  to  have  come  to 
upon  evidence  after  a  proper  direction  from  the  Judge,  and  it  con- 
tains an  express  finding  upon  the  very  point  which  the  Act  of 
Parliament  makes  the  test  of  fraudulent  preference.  The  Appel- 
lant relies  upon  another  finding  of  the  jury  in  answer  to  a  question 

(1)  25  L.  J.  (C,P.)  267.  (2)  Law  Rep.  9  Eq.  206 ;  Ibid.  5  Ch.  638. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  70. 
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of  the  Judge  ;  but  that  second  finding  appears  to  me  wholly  imma- 
terial. We  cannot  go  behind  the  first  finding,  which  has  in  no 
way  been  impeached,  and  the  Appellant  has  shewn  no  disposition 
to  have  the  facts  gone  into  before  us  to  see  whether  we  should  grant 
a  new  trial.  The  jury  having  found,  as  a  fact,  that  the  debtor  did 
not  make  the  payment  with  a  view  of  giving  to  this  creditor  a 
preference  over  the  other  creditors,  we  are  asked,  not  to  grant  a 
new  trial,  but  to  find  that  an  intention  existed  which  the  jury, 
with  all  the  evidence  before  them,  and  with  proper  directions  from 
the  Judge,  have  found  not  to  exist  I  am  of  opmion  that  the 
appeal  must  be  dismissed. 


Sib  G.  Mellish,  L  J. : — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This  case  has  been  tried  on  certain 
issues  before  the  Judge  of  the  County  Court.  The  first  issue 
raises  the  whole  question  which  has  to  be  determined,  viz., 
**  Whether  the  bankrupt  when  he  made  the  payment  to  Mr.  Matthews 
was  unable  to  pay  his  debts  as  they  became  due  from  his  own 
moneys,  and  made  it  with  a  view  to  give  that  gentleman  a  pre- 
ference over  his  other  creditors."  That  is  the  sole  definition 
of  fraudulent  preference  given  in  the  Act.  The  jury  find  as  to 
the  first  part  that  the  bankrupt  was  unable  to  pay  his  debts  as 
they  became  due.  Then  they  find  as  to  the  second  part  that  he 
did  not  make  this  payment  with  a  view  of  giving  Mr.  Matthews  a 
preference.  K  the  finding  had  stopped  there  nobody  could  have 
argued  that  it  did  not  negative  fraudulent  preference.  Then  they 
go  on  to  present  a  verdict  on  an  issue  which  is  wholly  immatericJ, 
**  Whether  the  payment  was  made  by  the  bankrupt  voluntarily 
and  without  real  pressure,  bankruptcy  being  reasonably  imminent." 
The  answer  is,  "  The  payment  was  voluntary  and  without  real 
pressure,  bankruptcy  being  reasonably  imminent."  Whether  there 
was  anything  that  a  jury  would  consider  real  pressure  is  not  at 
all  a  test  whether  there  was  fraudulent  preference.  It  is  perfectly 
clear  on  the  authorities,  and  we  acted  on  that  view  in  Ex  parte 
Tempest  (1),  that  if  there  has  been  such  a  demand  as  partly  in- 
fluenced the  bankrupt  in  making  the  payment  so  that  he  did  not 


(1)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  70. 
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make  it  entirely  voluntarily,  the  payment  is  not  a  fraudulent       L.  JJ. 
preference.    The  words  "  voluntarily  "  and  "  without  real  pressure  "        i87i 
make  this  question  one  which  would  tend  to  mislead  the  jury,  and     ^^  _^ 
to  induce  them  to  believe  that  if  there  was  not  what  they  con-    Bollahd. 
sidered  real  pressure,  although  there  was  such  a  degree  of  demand      c^rbt. 

as  to  prevent  the  payment  being  made  with  a  view  to  give  the       

creditor  preference  over  the  other  creditors,  then  it  was  iraudulent 
preference.  I  think  the  finding  on  the  first  issue  must  be  taken 
as  decisive.  If  there  were  really  any  ground  for  raising  this 
question,  I  think  that  Mr.  HerscheU  would  have  been  willing  that 
we  should  have  been  told  the  real  facts,  so  as  to  see  whether  there 
was  any  reason  to  believe  the  finding  on  the  first  issue  to  have 
been  wrong.  No  attempt  having  been  made  to  open  or  explain 
it,  the  only  conclusion  that  I  can  come  to  is,  that  the  verdict  in 
answer  to  the  first  question  is  perfectly  right  according  to  the  well 
settled  law  as  to  what  constitutes  fraudulent  preference.  I  do  not 
think  that  it  is  necessary  in  this  case  to  give  any  opinion  whether 
the  words  ''  with  the  view  of  giving  such  creditor  a  preference 
over  the  other  creditors  "  have  precisely  the  same  meaning  as  the 
word  "voluntarily"  had  before;  but  I  rather  think  it  would  be 
found  if  all  the  authorities  were  examined,  that  "  voluntarily,"  in 
the  technical  sense  which  it  had  under  the  old  law,  means  prac- 
tically the  same  thing  as  "  with  the  view  of  giving  such  creditor  a 
preference  over  the  other  creditors."  Those  words,  no  doubt,  have 
been  used  because  the  word  '^  voluntarily  "  was  a  deceptive  word, 
having  a  technical  meaning  different  from  its  common  meaning, 
so  that  a  payment  which  any  ordinary  person  would  call  voluntary 
might  in  the  technical  sense  not  be  so.  I  agree  that  this  appeal 
should  be  dismissed. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Sole,  Turner,  &  Turner ;  Messrs.  Chester  & 
Urquhart 
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L.  J  J.  Ex  parte  LLYNVI  COAL  AND  IRON  COMPANY. 

>^'i  In  re  HIDE. 

Banhruptcy — Disclaimer  of  Lease  hy  Trustee — Proqfhy  the  Lessor  for  Injury — 

Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  s.  23. 

The  owners  of  certain  houses  entered  into  an  agreement  with  H,  to  grant 
him  a  lease  of  the  premises  for  ten  years,  at  an  annual  rent  of  £500.  After 
the  first  year  E,  filed  a  petition  for  liquidation  by  arrangement.  The  trustee 
under  the  liquidation  disclaimed  the  agreement  under  the  23rd  section  of  the 
Banhruptcy  Act,  1869 ;  and  the  lessors  claimed  to  prove  as  creditors  for  the 
injury  they  had  sustained  "  by  the  operation  of  the  section** : — 

Meld  (reversing  the  decision  of  the  Registrar),  that  they  were  entitled  to 
prove  under  the  section ;  and  that  the  measure  of  the  injury  sustained  was 
the  difference  between  the  rent  to  be  paid  under  the  agreement  and  what 
they  could  now  obtain  for  the  property. 

The  Registrar,  sitting  as  Chief  Judge,  ought  not  to  decide  points  of  novelty 
and  difiiculty,  but  should  reserve  them  for  the  opinion  of  the  Chief  Judge. 

JL  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  Mr.  Begistrar  Brougham^ 
sitting  as  Chief  Judge. 

On  the  24th  of  Jnly,  1869,  the  Llynvi  Coal  and  Iron  Company, 
Limited,  entered  into  an  i^reement  with  Henry  Hide  to  grant  him 
a  lease  of  five  shops  at  Maesteg,  in  Olamorganshire,  for  ten  years, 
at  the  yearly  rent  of  £500 ;  the  lease  to  contain,  among  other 
things,  covenants  for  payment  of  the  rent  and  repair  of  the 
premises. 

In  April,  1871,  Hide  filed  a  petition  for  a  liquidation  by  arrange- 
ment under  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  and  a  trustee  of  his  estate 
was  appointed. 

On  the  20th  of  May  the  trustee,  in  answer  to  an  application  by 
the  company,  formally  disclaimed  the  agreement  of  the  24th  of 
July,  1869,  and  all  interest  in  the  preiuses  comprised  therein. 

The  company  thereupon  claimed,  under  the  23rd  section  of  the 
Bankruptcy  Ad,  1869,  to  prove  as  creditors  against  Hide^s  estate 
for  the  sum  of  £2348  18».  Qd.,  in  respect  of  injury  done  to  them 
by  the  disclaimer  of  the  trustee. 

In  support  of  their  claim  the  company  filed  affidavits  to  prove 
that  by  reason  of  the  shops  having  been  closed,  and  the  stock-iu- 
trade  sold  by  the  trustee,  the  value  of  the  property  for  trade 
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purposes  had  been  so  much  deteriorated  that  they  could  not  now      L.  JJ. 
obtain  a  higher  annual  rent  than  £200 ;  so  that  there  would  be  a       i87l 
loss  of  £300  a  year  for  the  remainder  of  the  term,  and  they  calcu-     ^  p^^^^ 
lated  their  claim  on  that  footing.  ^7 V*  ^t^ 

^  andIbon  Co. 

On  the  other  hand^  Hide  asserted  that  he  h£td  been  induced  to       in  re 
enter  into  the  agreement  by  false  representations  of  the  value  of  the 
business ;  and  that  the  company  had^  in  fact,  accepted  for  the  first 
year  of  his  tenancy  a  reduced  rent  of  £300.    The  Begistrar  refused 
to  allow  the  claim,  and  the  company  appealed  from  his  decision. 

Mr.  Window,  and  Mr.  Lindley,  for  the  Appellants : — 

The  main  question  turns  upon  the  construction  of  the  23rd  sec- 
tion of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869  *(!). 

By  the  law  as  it  stood  before  the  passing  of  that  Act,  under  the 
Bankruptcy  Act,  1849,  s.  145,  and  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861,  s.  131, 
if  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  disclaimed  a  lease  the  interest  re- 
mained in  the  bankrupt^  and  the  lessor  was  either  left  with  an 
insolvent  lessee,  or,  in  the  event  of  the  bankrupt  surrendering  the 
lease,  he  got  back  the  property  without  any  compensation  for  the 
loss  occasioned  by  the  disclaimer.    The  Act  of  1869  has  provided 

(1)  32  &  33  Yict.  a  71,  a.  23.  When  rendered  on  the  same  date ;  and  if  the 
any  property  of  the  bankrupt,  ac-  same  be  shares  in  any  company,  be 
quired  by  the  trustee  under  this  Act,  deemed  to  be  forfeited  from  that  date ; 
consists  of  land  of  any  tenure  bur-  and  if  any  other  species  of  property,  it 
dened  with  onerous  covenantR,  of  un-  shall  revert  to  the  person  entitled  on 
marketable  shares  in  companies,  of  the  determination  of  the  estate  or  inte- 
unprofitable  contracts,  or  of  any  other  rest  of  the  bankrupt ;  but  if  there  shall 
property  that  is  unsaleable  or  not  rea-  be  no  person  in  existence  so  entitled, 
dily  saleable,  by  reason  of  its  binding  then  in  no  case  shall  any  estate  or  in- 
the  possessor  thereof  to  the  perform-  terest  therein  remain  in  the  bankrupt. 
ance  of  any  onerous  act  or  to  the  pay-  Any  person  interested  in  any  disclaimed 
ment  of  any  sum  of  money,  the  trustee,  property  may  apply  to  the  Court,  and 
notwithstanding  he  has  endeavoured  to  the  Court  may,  upon  such  application, 
sell  or  has  taken  possession  of  such  pro-  order  possession  of  the  disclaimed  pro- 
perty, or  exercised  any  act  of  ownership  perty  to  be  delivered  up  to  him,,  or 
in  relation  thereto,  may,  by  writing  make  such  other  order  as  to  the  posses- 
under  his  hand,  disclaim  such  property ;  sion  thereof  as  may  be  just 
and  upon  the  execution  of  such  dis-  Any  person  injured  by  the  operation 
claimer  the  property  disclaimed  shall,  of  this  section,  shall  be  deemed  a  cie- 
if  the  same  is  a  contract,  be  deemed  to  ditor  of  the  bankrupt  to  the  extent  of 
be  determined  from  the  date  of  the  such  injury,  and  may,  accordingly, 
order  of  adjudication ;  and  if  the  same  prove  the  same  as  a  debt  under  the 
is  a  lease^  be  deemed  to  have  been  sur-  bankruptcy. 


Hide. 
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L.  JJ.      a  remedy  for  this  injustice ;  the  policy  of  the  Legislature  was,  on 
1871       the  one  hand,  that  the  bankrupt  should  be  freed  from  liability  of 
Ex  parte     ^very  kind  except  for  personal  torts,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  that  all 
aSd  iRON^^  persons  who  had  claims  of  any  kind  against  him  should  have  the 
In  re       opportunity  of  proving  against  his  estate.     Consistently  with  this 
object,  a  lease  is  treated  like  other  contracts.   If  the  trustee  accepts 
it,  even  though  he  should  afterwards  assign  it  to  a  pauper,  the  lessor 
would  have  his  remedy  against  the  bankrupt's  estate  on  the  cove- 
nants under  the  31st  section.    If  the  trustee  disclaims,  the  lessor 
gets  back  the  property,  and  can  make  his  claim  under  the  23rd 
section  for  the  injury  done  to  him. 

The  only  question  is,  how  is  the  amount  of  this  injury  to  be  esti- 
mated ?  We  contend  that  it  is  the  loss  of  the  rent  payable  under 
the  agreement,  taking  into  consideration  the  present  annual  value 
of  the  property,  which  is  sworn  not  to  exceed  £200.  The  fact  that 
the  lessee  became  insolvent  makes  no  difference  in  estimating  the 
loss ;  the  Court  will  assess  the  damage  as  a  jury  would  do  in  an 
action  for  breach  of  the  contract. 

With  respect  to  the  alleged  misrepresentation,  none  has  been 
proved.  The  bankrupt  would  have  had  no  defence  either  to  an 
action  for  the  rent  or  to  a  suit  for  specific  performance  of  the  agree- 
ment. 

Mr.  De  Oex,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Beed,  for  the  trustee : — 

The  injury  referred  to  in  the  proviso  at  the  end  of  the  23rd 
section  is  not  injury  from  the  breach  of  contract,  but  injury  from 
*^  the  operation  of  the  section."  Lessors  are  not  injured  at  all  by 
that  section.  On  the  contrary,  they  are  benefited  by  it.  Under 
the  Act  of  1861  the  assignee  might  hold  the  land  for  six  months, 
and  take  the  emblements  and  then  disclaim,  leaving  the  landlord 
to  deal  as  best  he  could  with  a  bankrupt  tenant,  who  might  set 
him  at  defiance,  and  ruin  his  property.  This  section  gives  him 
back  the  land  at  once.  But,  assuming  that  the  lessors  have  re- 
ceived some  injury,  in  assessing  the  loss  regard  must  be  had  to 
the  insolvency  of  the  lessee.  The  lessors  claim  to  prove  on  the 
assumption  that  if  the  lease  had  not  been  put  an  end  to,  they 
would  have  received  the  full  rent  of  £500  for  the  remainder  of  the 
term.    But  how  would  they  have  got  that  rent  from  an  insolvent 
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tenant?    The  utmost  loss  they  have  sustained  through  the  dis-      L.  JJ. 
claimer  of  the  trustee  is  the  dividend  which  they  would  have  got        1871 
from  the  estate  if  they  hfiwi  proved  for  the  future  rent  under  the     Exparu 

3l8t  section.  "Llyi^si  Coal 

AHD  Iron  Co. 

We  also  contend  that  the  rent  originally  received  was  extrava-  /„  ^^ 
gantly  high,  and  that  the  agreement  was  obtained  by  misrepresen-  ^^ 
tation,  and  cannot  form  the  ground  of  a  claim  for  damages. 

In  the  course  of  the  arguments. 

The  LoBD  Justice  James  said : — I  feel  bound  to  say  that  this  is 
a  question  which  ought  not  to  have  been  decided  by  a  Registrar. 
It  is  a  question  of  general  importance  upon  the  constiiiction  of  an 
entirely  new  section,  and  it  is  just  the  very  kind  of  question  which 
the  Registrar  ought  to  have  referred  to  the  Chief  Judge,  We 
have  great  cause  to  complain  that  we  have  not  the  advantage  of 
the  opinion  of  the  Chief  Judge. 

The  Lord  Justice  Hellish  : — It  is  quite  contrary  to  the  inten- 
tion of  the  Legislature  that  this  should  be  a  Court  of  Appeal  from 
the  decisions  of  the  Registrars. 

At  the  close  of  the  arguments, 

Sir  W.  M.  James,  L. J.,  said : — 

Upon  the  question  of  the  right  of  proof  1  am  satisfied  that 
there  can  be  no  real  question  as  to  the  intention  of  the  Legis- 
lature. A  great  number  of  cases  occurred,  before  the  passing 
of  the  late  Act,  in  which  the  bankrupt  was  left  liable  to  several 
claims  of  various  kinds,  and  the  persons  who  had  those  claims 
were  entirely  excluded  from  any  participation  in  the  general 
division  of  the  assets.  Then  came  the  Act  of  Parliament,  which 
•—dealing  in  express  terms  with  almost  every  one  of  the  cases 
which  had  ever  previously  occurred,  and  excluding  nothing  but 
demands  for  damages  for  personal  torts — ^provided  that  there 
should  be  nothing  whatever  for  which  a  right  to  proof  should 
not  be  given.  Every  possible  demand,  every  possible  claim,  every 
possible  liability,  except  for  personal  torts,  is  to  be  the  subject  of 
proof  in  bankruptcy,  and  to  be  ascertained  either  by  the  Court 
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L.  JJ.      itself  or  with  the  aid  of  a  jury.    The  broad  purview  of  this  Act  is, 
1871        that  the  bankrupt  is  to  be  a  freed  man — freed  not  only  from  debts, 
Fzparie     ^^^  ^^^  contracts,  liabilities,  engagements,  and  contingencies  of 
Li.YN\  I  Coal  every  kind.  On  the  other  hand,  all  the  persons  from  whose  claims. 
In  re       ^^^  ^^^  liability  to  whom  he  is  so  freed  are  to  come  in  with  the 
^^'       other  creditors  and  share  in  the  distribution  of  the  assets.    The 
23rd  section  provides  specially  with  regard  to  onerous  contracts  as 
to  land,  as  to  railway  shares,  as  to  services  to  be  paid  for,  or  any- 
thing else  in  the  nature  of  an  onerous  contract ;  and  it  provides 
that,  as  to  all  such  contracts,  the  trustee  may  disclaim  them  alto- 
gether.   He  may  be  disposed  to  take  them  if  he  thinks,  upon  the 
whole,  they  will  be  beneficial  to  the  estate ;  but  if  he  disclaims 
them,  the  bankrupt  is  relieved  from  them,  and  is  no  longer  liable. 
In  that  case  the  creditor  is  entitled  to  prove  for  the  injury. 

The  question  then  arises — What  is  the  injury  ?  This  is  the  only 
point  on  which  the  Respondent's  case,  as  it  seems  to  me,  will  bear 
any  argument.  But  I  think  it  would  be  most  unreasonable  to  say 
that  the  injury  sustained  by  the  lessor  is  the  loss  of  the  proof  he 
would  have  had  under  the  31st  section.  It  is  said  that  if  the  23rd 
section  was  not  here  he  would  be  entitled  to  prove  under  the  31st ; 
but  he  is  deprived  of  that  proof,  and  therefore  may  have  a  dividend 
on  the  dividend  he  has  lost.  The  estate  will  produce  say  28.  in  the 
pound ;  he  must,  it  is  contended,  prove  for  the  dividend  he  would 
have  received  at  that  rate,  and  claim  a  dividend  on  that  dividend. 
That  cannot  be  a  reasonable  intention  to  be  attributed  to  the 
Legislature.  I  am  satisfied  that  the  injury  referred  to  in  the  sec- 
tion means  the  legal  wrong  that  is  done  him.  He  is  deprived  of  a 
certain  contract,  under  which  he  was  to  recover  a  certain  sum  of 
money,  and  he  is  to  prove  against  the  estate  for  that  which  he 
would  have  had  a  right  to  recover  or  to  sue  for  if  he  had  not  been 
deprived  of  that  right  by  the  bankruptcy. 

A  landlord  who  finds  premises  which  had  been  let  at  a  beneficial 
rent  thrown  upon  his  hands,  and  cannot  let  them  for  anything 
like  what  he  has  done  before,  is  entitled  to  prove  exactly  in  the 
same  way  as  a  servant  who  has  entered  into  an  engagement  with  a 
master  to  employ  him  for  ten  years  at  £500  a  year,  and  who  is  then 
suddenly  deprived  of  his  employment ;  in  such  a  case  he  would  be 
entitled  to  prove  for  £500  a  year,  minus  what  he  could  reasonably 
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get  for  his  servioes  in  the  market.    In  the  same  way  a  landlord       L.  JJ. 
who  has  made  a  contract  for  £500  a  year,  to  be  paid  to  him  for  the        1871 
use  of  the  land,  is  entitled  to  claim  £500  a  year,  minus  what  he      Ex  parte 
can  get  for  the  land  from  another  tenant.    It  seems  to  me  that  f'^J'^  iuok  Co* 
that  is  the  common  sense  of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  and  that  there        u  re 
is  nothing  to  compel  the  Court  to  put  any  construction  upon  it 
inconsistent  with  the  common  sense  view. 

Bat  it  is  said  that,  in  this  case,  there  is  a  defence  on  this 
ground — ^that  the  contract  itself  is  void  or  voidable  in  equity  in 
consequence  of  some  misrepresentation.  I  am  of  opinion  that  there 
was  no  misrepresentation  which  could  have  a£fected  the  lease,  and 
that  any  attempt  to  resist  specific  performance  of  the  contract,  on 
the  g^und  of  misrepresentation,  would  have  certainly  failed.  I 
think,  therefore,  that  the  landlord  is  entitled  to  prove  for  the 
difference  between  the  rent  which  he  reserved  and  the  rent  whidh 
the  premises  are  fairly  worth  now  under  existing  circumstances 
for  the  remainder  of  the  ten  years. 

Sir  G.  Mellish,  L.J. : — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  that  the  main  object  of  the 
Legislature,  in  all  these  sections,  is  perfectly  clear.  The  Legis- 
lature, in  Bankrupt  Act  after  Bankrupt  Act,  has  been  trying  to 
relieve  the  bankrupts  from  both  their  present  and  future  liabilities 
upon  contracts ;  but  up  to  the  passing  of  this  last  Act,  that  had 
been  very  incompletely  provided  for,  and  by  the  construction  which 
has  been  put  on  previous  sections,  it  was  found  that,  notwithstand- 
ing the  language  used  by  the  Legislature,  a  bankrupt  did  still 
remain  liable  on  a  variety  of  contracts  which  he  had  previously 
entered  into.  It  is  quite  plain  that  the  object  of  these  sections  is 
that  the  bankrupt  shall  be  absolutely  relieved  from  any  liability 
under  any  contract  he  has  ever  entered  into.  And  the  bankrupt 
being  so  relieved,  it  is  plainly  also  the  intention  of  the  Legislature 
that  the  person  deprived  of  the  right  of  action  against  the  bank- 
rupt, and  of  the  benefit  of  the  contract  which  he  made  with  the 
bankrupt,  should  be  turned  into  a  creditor  in  respect  of  what  the 
Act  describes  as  the  injury  he  has  received.  That,  I  think, 
must  mean  in  respect  of  what  he  would  have  been  entitled  to 

recover  against   the   bankrupt  if  the    bankrupt  had  remained 
Vol.  YII.  D  1 
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L.  JJ.      solvent.    It  would  be  contrary  to  every  principle  that  in  assess- 

1871        ing  the  damages  which  could  have  been  recovered  i^ainst  the 

Exparte     bankrupt  if  he  had  not  been  made  bankrupt,  and  for  which  proof 

Llykvi  Coal  jg  jn^de,  vou  are  to  take  into  consideration  the  fact  of  the  bank- 
AND  Iron  CJo.  '  •' 

In  re  Hipt  being  insolvent,  so  that  the  amount  of  the  proof  is  to  depend 
^^  upon  the  extent  of  his  insolvency.  Such  could  not  have  been  the 
intention  of  the  Legislature,  nor  do  I  think  that  it  is  the  natural 
construction  of  the  words.  Take  the  case  of  an  ordinary  contract. 
The  section  says  that  if  there  is  a  contract  which  is  a  burdensome 
contract^  not  performed  at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy,  such  as  a 
contract  to  make  a  railway,  to  build  a  house  or  a  ship,  the  contract 
itself  is  absolutely  to  be  put  an  end  to  by  the  disclaimer  of  the 
trustee.  What  is  the  person  who  has  entered  into  the  contract  to 
prove  for?  Surely  he  is  to  prove  for  the  damage  which  could  be 
recovered  for  the  breach  of  the  contract.  That  appears  to  me  to 
be  naturally  enough  described  by  the  words  of  the  section :  "  Any 
person  injured  by  the  operation  of  this  section  " — ^that  is  to  say,  any 
person  deprived  of  any  property,  right  of  action,  or  contract  which 
he  had  with  the  bankrupt — "  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  creditor  of 
the  bankrupt."  To  what  extent  ?  "  To  the  extent  of  such  injury." 
Surely  that  is  the  extent,  measured  as  far  as  you  can  measure  it  in 
money,  of  the  value  of  what  could  have  been  recovered  against  the 
bankrupt.  In  the  case,  for  instance,  of  a  contract  to  make  a  rail- 
way, it  i^  obvious  what  the  extent  of  the  injury  is.  It  is  the  differ- 
ence between  the  sum  for  which  the  bankrupt  has  contracted  to 
complete  the  railway  and  the  sum  for  which  somebody  else  will 
contract  to  complete  it.  It  appears  to  me  that  it  is  just  the  same 
between  a  landlord  and  tenant.  The  landlord  is  deprived  of  the 
benefit  of  the  contract  of  the  bankrupt  to  take  a  lease,  or  of  his 
covenant  to  pay  rent,  and  he  is  to  prove  to  the  extent  of  that 
injury ;  that  is  to  say,  so  far  as  you  can  estimate  them,  for  what 
the  damages  would  be  for  non-performance  of  the  contract.  The 
reference  to  sect.  31  appears  to  me  to  make  that  perfectly  clear. 
Sect.  23  only  applies  when  there  is  a  disclaimer.  Assume  that 
the  trustee  does  not  disclaim  the  lease,  but  passes  it  over  to  an 
insolvent  person,  then  it  is  quite  clear  that  under  sect.  31  the 
landlord  can  prove  against  the  bankrupt  for  damages  for  the 
future  breach  of  that  contract.  What  would  those  damages  be  ? 
If  the  assignees  assign  to  an  insolvent  person,  practically  they 


VOL.  YIL]  CHANCERY  APPEALS.  35 

would  be  to  the  full  amount:  in  fact,  the  damages  would  be       L.  jj. 
larger,  because  in  that  case  the  landlord  does  not  get  the  property       i87i 
back.    Under  sect.  23,  in  estimating  the  amount  of  damages,  you     sxpaHe 

are  to  take  into  consideration  that  the  landlord  renins  possession  Lltnvi  Coal 

°  *  AND  Iron  Co. 

of  the  property,  and  if  he  can  get  as  much  rent  for  the  property  /^  ^^ 
afterwards  as  before,  then  the  damages  would  be  nil ;  if  he  gets  ^^* 
less,  it  will  be  the  difference. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellants :  Messrs.  Wittoughhy  &  Cox. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondent :  Messrs.  Parker,  Lee,  &  Haddock, 


Ex  parte  WISEMAN.    In  re  KELSON,  TRITTON,  &  CO.  L  Jj. 

Indemnity — Contract,  when  broken — Debt  payable  on  a  Contingency — Bank'  J^Ic 

ruptcy  Act,  1849,  a.  178 — Bankruptcy  Act,  1861.  «.  153.  2fov.  9, 10,  25. 

JT.  <§  Co.  baring  made  a  claim  to  bills  of  excbange,  wbicb  were  in  the 
bands  of  W.  as  stakeholder,  W,  handed  them  over  on  K.  &  Co.  giving  bim  a 
guarantee  to  save  and  keep  him  harmless  and  indemnified  from  and  against 
all  claims  and  demands  wbicb  might  be  made  against  biin  for  the  bills,  and 
from  and  against  all  costs  and  damages  which  W.  might  sustain  in  consequence 
of  banding  over  the  bills ;  and  further,  that  if  proceedings  were  taken  against 
W.  in  respect  of  the  bills  K,A  Co.  would  save  harmless  and  keep  indemnified 
W.  from  all  costs  and  damages  by  reason  of  such  proceedings,  and  that  if  W, 
was  ordered  in  such  proceedings  to  give  security,  or  bring  money  into  Court, 
K.  A  Co,  would  procure  such  security,  or  provide  FT.  with  the  money  to  be 
paid  into  Court,  as  the  case  might  be.  An  adverse  claimant  brought  an 
action  against  W.  for  the  bills,  which  action  K,  &  Co,  defended  by  their  own 
attorney,  until  K,  db  Co.  executed  a  deed  of  inspectorship,  which  was  regis- 
tered under  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861,  and  under  which  deed  all  creditors 
might  prove  who  could  have  proved  under  an  adjudication  of  bankruptcy  of 
the  same  date.    After  this,  judgment  was  recovered  in  the  action  against  W. : — 

Held,  that  W,  was  not  a  creditor  who  could  have  proved  in  bankruptcy 
under  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861,  s.  153,  for  that  the  contract  did  not  con- 
tain any  warranty  of  the  title  of  K  &  Co,  to  the  bills,  nor  any  undertaking  to 
pay  their  amount  as  soon  as  a  valid  claim  was  made  against  W,  for  them, 
but  only  an  undertaking  that  W.  should  not  sustain  any  loss  or  expense  in 
respect  of  them,  and  that  9A  K,  A  Co,  had  defended  the  action  up  to  the  date 
of  the  deed  of  inspectorship,  the  contract  had  not  up  to  that  time  been  broken. 

Hdd,  also,  that  the  contract  was  not  a  contract  to  pay  money  upon  a  con- 
tingency, 80  as  to  give  a  right  of  proof  under  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1849,  s.  178. 

1  niS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  Mr.  Eegistrar  Spring 

Bice,  sitting  for  the  Chief  Judge. 

D  2  1 
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L.JJ.  In  1862  aud  1863  Kelson,  Tritton^  &  Co.  were  the  London 

1871  agents  of  Friih  &  Co,^  o{  Bomhay,  of  which  firm  jF.  Matthey  was  a 
ExparU  member.  Matthey  also  employed  Kelson,  Trittony  &  Go.  as  agents 
Wiseman.     Jj^  transactions  on  his  own  account. 

Kbtson,  On  the  4th  of  September,  1862,  Kdson,  Tritton,  &  Go.  advanced 
TkiitoMjCo.  f^^  Matthey  £2000  towards  payment  for  goods  bought  for  him  by 
Wiseman  &  Go,,  commission  agents,  and  paid  that  sum  to  Wiseman 
&  Co.  It  was  verbally  agreed  between  Matthey  and  Kelson  &  Co. 
that  the  latter  should  retain  the  money  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  of  the  goods.  Afterwards  Kelson,  Tritton,  &  Co,,  by  Matthey^s 
directions,  instructed  Wiseman  &  Co.  to  sell  the  goods.  This  was 
done,  and  Wiseman  &  Go.  received  in  payment  three  bills  of  ex- 
change dated  27th  of  February,  1863,  for  sums  amounting  to 
£2284,  drawn  by  Wiseman  &  Co.  upon  and  accepted  by  Palmer  dt 
Co.,  and  payable  four  months  after  date.  Matthey  died  on  the  20th 
of  February,  1863. 

On  the  3rd  of  March,  1863,  Kelson,  Tritton,  &  Co.,  being  creditors 
of  Matthey,iasvLed  an  attachment  out  of  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court  for 
£2183,  under  which  the  bills  in  the  hands  of  Wiseman  (&  Go.  were 
attached. 

Kelson,  Tritton,  dt  Co.  after  this  applied  to  Wiseman  &  Co.  to 
hand  them  over  the  bills,  which  Wiseman  (&  Co.  did;  Kelson, 
Tritton,  &  Co.  giving  them  a  guarantee,  dated  the  29th  of  April, 
1863,  by  which,  after  reciting  the  claim  of  Kelson,  Tritton,  (&  Co.  to 
a  lien  on  the  bills,  and  their  having  been  handed  over  by  Wiseman  (& 
Co.,  Kdson,  Tritton,  &  Go.  agreed  with  Wiseman  &  Co.  to  save  and 
keep  them  harmless  and  indemnified  of,  from,  and  against  all  claims 
and  demands  which  might  be  made  on  them,  or  any  of  them,  for 
the  said  bills,  or  the  proceeds  thereof,  and  all  loss,  costs,  charges, 
damages,  and  expenses  which  Wiseman  &  Co,,  or  any  of  them, 
should  or  might,  on  any  account,  or  in  any  way  suffer,  sustain,  or 
be  put  unto  for,  or  by  reason,  or  in  consequence  of  their  so  handing 
over  and  giving  up  the  said  bills  as  thereinbefore  mentioned.  And 
Kelson,  Tritton,  &  Co.  further  agreed  with  Wiseman  <&  Co.  that  in 
the  event  of  any  proceedings  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  or  other- 
wise, being  commenced  against  Wiseman  &  Co.  in  respect  of  the 
bills,  or  upon  the  account  between  Wiseman  it  Co.  and  Matthey  in 
connection  with  the  bills,  or  out  of  which  the  bills  originated, 
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Kelsan^  TrUtoriy  &  Co.  would  also  save  harmless  and  keep  in-       l.  jj. 
demnified   Wiseman  &  Co.  from  and  against  all  costs,  charges,        1871 
damages,  and  expenses  which  they  might  suffer,  sustain,  or  be     ETpnrte 
put  unto  by  reason  or  in  consequence  of  such  proceedings ;  and    Wwemak. 
in  the  event  of  security  being  ordered  to  be  given  by  Wiseman      kilbox, 
dt  Co.  in  any  such  proceedings,  or  their  being  ordered  to  bring  "^"^""Q^'^*^'^ 
any  amount  into  Court  under  such  proceedings,  then,  and  in 
such  case,  Kelson,  Tritton,  &  Co.  would  procure  such  security,  or 
pay  and  provide  Wiseman  &  Co.  with  the  amount  so  ordered  to  be 
paid,  as  the  case  might  be. 

Shortly  after  MaHheys  death  proceedings  in  Chancery  for  ad- 
ministering his  estate  were  taken,  and  by  authority  of  the  Court 
his  personal  representative  on  the  6th  of  November,  1863,  brought 
an  action  against  Wiseman^  the  surviving  partner  in  the  firm  of 
Wiseman  db  Co.  to  recover  the  amount  of  the  bills.  Kdson^  Tritton, 
&  Co.  defended  this  action  by  their  own  attorneys,  and  at  their  own 
expense,  till  May,  1865,  when  a  decision  on  demurrer  was  given  in 
favour  of  the  Plaintiff.  Before  any  further  proceedings  had  been 
taken  Kelson^  Tritton,  &  Co.  executed  the  deed  of  inspectorship  here- 
inafter mentioned,  after  which  Wiseman  defended  the  action.  On 
the  12th  of  July,  JL865,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  Plaintiff,  and  on 
the  27th  of  July  final  judgment  was  signed  for  £2183  178.  9eZ.  and 
costs,  which  were  taxed  on  the  4th  of  August,  1865,  at  £153  2s.  \A. 

Wiseman  paid  the  receiver  of  MatChetfs  estate  the  amount  of 
damages  and  costs  by  three  equal  instalments  on  the  23rd  of 
January,  7th  of  May,  and  31st  of  May,  1866.  The  total  amount  of 
assets  collected  by  the  receiver  was  £3997,  which,  after  deducting 
payments  made  by  him  and  commission,  was  reduced  to  £2589. 

On  the  30th  of  June,  1865,  Kelson^  Tritton,  dt  Co.  executed  a  deed 
of  inspectorship  expressed  to  be  made  between  the  partners  of  the 
first  part,  the  inspectors  of  the  second  part,  and  '*  the  several  per- 
sons, companies,  and  co-partnership  firms  who,  at  the  date  hereof, 
are  respectively  creditors  of  the  said  debtors,  or  any  of  them,  or 
who  would  be  entitled  to  prove  under  an  adjudication  of  bank- 
ruptcy against  the  said  debtors,  founded  on  a  Petition  filed  on  the 
day  of  the  date  of  these  presents,"  of  the  third  part.  By  this  deed 
the  debtors  agreed  to  get  in  their  assets  under  the  direction  of  the 
insp3ctors,  and  from  time  to  time  divide,  or  assist  in  dividing 
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L.JJ  them  rateably  among  the  creditors  in  the  manner  thereinafter 
1871  provided,  and  to  deposit  all  moneys  received  by  them  from  the 
Ex  parte  Assets  at  a  bank  to  such  account  as  the  inspectors  should  direct, 
WisBMAN.  ^jj^j  j^Q^  ^Q  draw  out  any  of  such  moneys  without  the  consent  of 
Kelson,  the  inspectors,  nor  for  any  purpose  except  that  of  being  applied  for 
Tbitton^&Cc.  ^i^g  purposes  of  the  deed.  And  that  if  at  any  time  before  the 
estate  was  completely  administered  dividends  to  the  amount  of 
20s.  in  the  pound  had  not  been  paid,  the  debtors  would,  if  the  in- 
spectors required  it,  assign  all  the  outstanding  estate  to  them  to 
be  administered  as  in  bankruptcy.  The  deed  contained  a  provision 
making  it  a  bar  to  all  proceediugs  by  creditors  in  respect  of  their 
debts.  This  deed,  on  the  20th  of  July,  was  registered  under  clause 
192  of  the  Bankruptcy  Acty  1861.  Wiseman  did  not  assent  to  it» 
and  disputed  its  being  binding  on  non-assenting  creditors. 

In  April,  1866,  a  claim  made  out  by  the  inspectors  in  the  name 
of  KeUon,  TrUion,  &  Co.  against  Matthey^s  estate  was  allowed  in  the 
suit  at  £5335  168.  5d.  with  interest  from  31st  of  December,  1863, 
being  money  due  to  them  for  commission  and  interest  on  sale  of 
goods  as  agents  for  McUthey,  and  for  share  of  profits  on  certain 
transactions  on  their  joint  account.  In  their  account,  by  which  the 
balance  due  to  them  was  made  out,  they  credited  themselves  with 
the  £2000  paid  to  Wiseman  &  Co,  and  debited  themselves  with 
the  bills  for  £2284. 

On  the  18th  of  August,  1869,  Kebon,  Tritton,  &  Co.  received 
£1014,  the  first  dividend  on  their  claim  from  Matthey^s  estate,  and 
on  the  15th  of  July  a  further  dividend  of  £110.  These  sums  Kehon^ 
Tritton^  &  Co.  received  without  the  knowledge  of  the  inspectors 
and  placed  them  in  the  hands  of  their  private  solicitors.  On  the 
16th  of  March,  1870,  Wiseman  issued  ah  attachment  out  of  the 
Lord  Mayor's  Court  for  £2000,  and  attached  the  £1014  and  £110 
iu  the  hands  of  the  solicitors  as  being  moneys  of  Kelson^  Trition, 
iSkCo. 

In  these  circumstances  the  inspectors  required  Kelson,  Triitony 
&  Co.  to  hand  over  these  sums  to  be  administered  under  the  deed 
of  inspectorship.  Eehonj  Trition,  &  Co.  urged  that  Wiseman  &  Co. 
were  creditors,  bound  by  the  deed,  and  ought  to  be  admitted  as 
creditors  for  the  amount  of  the  bills  of  exchange  with  interest  and 
costs*    Wiseman  denied  that  he  was  bound  by  the  inspectorship 
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deed«  and  insisted  that  be  was  entitled  to  sue  Kekony  Tritton,  &  Co.       L.  JJ. 
on  their  indemnity,  and  to  attach  the  moneys  in  their  solicitors'        1871 

hands.  Kx  parte 

A  special  case  was  agreed  to  for  obtaining  the  opinion  of  the     ^^i8«>*^*- 
Court  on  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  the  above  state  of  circum-      Kvlson, 
stances,  stating  four  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court — first,  Tbittwj^^Co. 
whether   Wiseman^  as  the  surviving  partner  of  Wiseman  dt  Co.y 
was  to  be  deemed  a  creditor  within  the  tmsts  of  the  inspectorship 
deed,  and,  if  so,  for  what  amount  he  should  be  permitted  to  prove  ; 
secondly,  whether  Wiseman  was  entitled  to  treat  the  deed  as  not 
binding  on  him,  and  to  sue  Kelson^  Tritton,  4k  Co.  on  their  contract 
of  indemnity ;  thirdly,  whether  Wiseman  was  entitled  to  any  lien  on 
the  £1014  and  £110,  by  virtue  of  his  proceedings  in  the  Lord 
Mayor's  Court ;  fourthly,  whether  KeUon,  Tritton,  &  Co.  had  any 
claim  on  the  last-mentioned  sums,  and  any  rig))t  to  retain  them 
towards  satisfaction  of  what  they  might  be  called  upon  to  pay  to 
Witeman,  or  whether  they  formed  part  of  the  trust  estate  under 
the  inspectorship  deed. 

Mr.  Begistrar  Spring  Rice,  sitting  for  the  Chief  Judge,  held  that 
Wiseman  was  a  creditor  bound  by  the  deed,  and  entitled  to  prove 
for  the  £2183  17s.  9d,,  but  not  for  the  £153  costs;  and  that 
neither  he  nor  Kelson,  Trition,  &  Co»  had  any  claim  on  the  £1014 
and  £110,  but  that  those  sums  must  be  applied  under  the  inspector- 
ship deed.     Wiseman  appealed. 

Mr.  Swanslony  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Thesiger^  for  the  Appellant : — 

There  was  not  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  deed  of  in- 
spectorship any  claim  which  could  be  proved  under  the  Bankruptcy 
Act,  1849,  s.  178.  Cary  v.  Dawson  (1) ;  Bettdey  v.  Stainsby  (2) ; 
Mitealfe  v.  Hanson  (3) ;  Eankin  v.  Bennett  (4) ;  on  which  point 
Ex  parte  Barwis  (5)  and  Adkins  v.  Farringion  (6)  may  also  be 
referred  to.  Neither  is  there  any  right  of  proof  under  sect.  153  of 
the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861 :  Martinis  Patent  Anchor  Company  v. 
Morion  (7) ;  Johnson  v.  Skafte  (8)  ;  Sharland  v.  Spence  (9).    In  re 

(1)  Law  Bep,  4  Q.  B.  568.  (5)  6  D.  M.  &  G.  702. 

(2)  Ibid.  2  C.  P.  568.  (6)  5  H.  &  N.  586. 

C3)  Ibid.  1  H.  L.  242.  (7)  Law  Rep.  3  Q.  B.  306. 

(4)  8  Ex.  107.  (8)  Ibid.  4  Q.  B.  700. 

(9)  Ibid.  2  C.  P.  456. 


40  CHANCERY  APPEALS.  [L.  K. 

L.  J  J.  Penton  (1)  may  also  be  referred  to.     Wiseman,  therefore,  is  not 

1871  bound  by  the  deed,  and  may  pursue  his  remedies.    The  inspector- 

Ex  parts  ship  deed  did  not  assign  Kelson,  Tritton,  &  Co.*b  property.     The 

Wiseman,  attachment  therefore  is  good. 

In  re  ^ 

fTBiT^&Co.     ^^*  ^^  ^^^j  Q-C'-j  and  Mr.  Finlay  Kniglit,  for  Kelson,  TriUon,  & 
— ^        Co:~ 

Where  a  right  to  damages  has  accrued  by  breach  of  contract 
before  adjudication,  there  is  a  right  of  proof  under  the  Act  of 
1861,  sect.  153:  Ex  parte  Mendel  (2).  Here  the  contract  was 
broken  before  the  inspectorship  deed,  for  it  was  in  substance  a 
warranty  by  Kelson  dt  Co.  that  the  bills  were  theirs,  and  a  contract 
to  pay  if  any  valid  claim  was  made.  It  was  like  a  covenant  that 
a  vendor  has  good  right  to  convey,  which  if  his  title  be  bad  is 
broken  as  soon  as  made.  Again,  there  is  a  right  of  proof  under 
the  Act  of  1849,  sect.  178 :  Ex  parte  Barwis  (3) ;  dictum  of  Baron 
Martin,  in  Rankin  v.  Bennett  (4) ;  Adkins  v.  Farrington  (5). 

Mr.  BoQsburffh,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  A,  L.  Smith,  for  the  inspectors : — 

Kelson  &  Co,  had  no  right  to  receive  the  dividends  from  Matthey's 
estate,  and  withdraw  them  from  administration  under  the  inspector- 
ship deed,  and  Wiseman  knew  of  it.  The  attachment,  therefore, 
is  of  no  effect  against  the  title  of  the  inspectors. 

Mr.  Swanston,  in  reply : — 

There  was  no  warranty  of  title  to  the  bills,  but  merely  a  cove- 
nant to  indemnify  Wisem^in  against  the  consequences  if  the  title 
was  bad,  and  till  he  suffered  loss  there  was  no  breach :  Brough  v. 
Oddy  (6) ;  Anirohus  v.  Davidson  (7).  The  right  to  prove  under 
sect.  178  is  negatived  by  Kent  v.  Thomas  (8). 


Nov.  25.     Sir  G.  Mellish,  L J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  as  follows  : — 

This  was  an  appeal  on  a  special  case,  stated  by  consent  for  the 

(1)  Ibid,  1  Ch.  158.  (5)  5  H.  &  N.  586. 

(2)  1  D.  J.  &  8.  330.  (6)  1  Rusa.  &  My.  55. 

(3)  6  D.  M.  &  G.  762.  (7)  3  Mer.  569. 

(4)  8  Ex.  107.  (8)  Law  Rep.  6  Ex.  312. 
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opinion  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  between  James  Wiseman,  of       L  JJ. 
the  first  part,  the  members  of  the  late  firm  of  Kebon,  TriUon,  &        1871 
Co.,  of  the  second  part,  and  the  inspectors  under  a  deed  for  winding     jsx  parte 
up  their  estate  under  inspection,  which  had  been  executed  on  the    ^*«^a^- 
30th  of  June,  1865,  of  the  third  part.  Kelson, 

There  were  four  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court.     [His  TRirroia-Co. 
Lordship  read  the  questions.] 

The  answer  to  the  two  first  questions  depends  upon  a  contract  of 
indemnity,  which  is  set  out  at  length  in  the  5th  paragraph  of  the 
case.  On  the  6th  of  November,  1863,  an  action  was  brought  by 
the  administrator  of  Mr.  Maithey  against  Mr.  WtsemaUy  to  recover 
the  proceeds  of  the  bills  of  exchange,  with'  interest.  It  is  not 
stated  in  the  case  by  which  of  the  parties  the  action  was  defended. 
On  the  hearing  before  us  it  was  admitted  that  the  action  was 
defended  by  Eehon,  Tritton^  dt  Co.,  through  their  own  attorneys, 
up  to  May,  1865,  when  a  demurrer,  which  had  been  joined  in  the 
action,  was  decided  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff.  Shortly  after  this 
Kdsan,  Tritton,  &  Co.  stopped  payment ;  and  the  defence  to  the 
action  was  thenceforth,  with  the  consent  of  Edsotiy  Trition,  &  Co., 
conducted  by  Mr.  Wisemanj  through  his  attorney.  On  the  12th 
of  July,  1865,  which  was  after  the  inspectorship  deed  was  executed, 
the  Plaintiff  in  the  action  obtained  a  verdict  against  Mr.  Wiseman 
for  £2183  178.  9(2. ;  aud  shortly  afterwards  the  Plaintiff  obtained 
final  judgment  for  that  sum  and  £153  28.  Id.  costs.  Mr.  Wiseman, 
in  the  year  1866,  paid  the  whole  amount  so  recovered  against  him 
in  three  instalments  to  Maithey's  estate,  which  was  being  wound  up 
in  the  Court  of  Chancery.  The  question,  then,  is  whether,  under 
these  circumstances,  Wiseman  was  a  creditor  who,  if  Kelson, 
Tritton,  dt  Co,  had  become  bankrupt  on  the  30th  of  June,  1865, 
would  have  been  entitled  to  prove  against  their  estate  for  the 
proceeds  of  the  bills  of  exchange,  with  interest  and  costs,  or  any 
of  such  sums ;  and  this  appears  to  us  to  depend  upon  what  the 
true  effect  of  the  contract  of  indemnity  is. 

It  was  contended  before  us  that  the  contract  of  indemnity  amounted 
to  a  warranty  on  the  part  of  Kelson,  Tritton,  <&  Co.  that  they  were 
the  persons  truly  entitled  to  ^he  bills  of  exchange,  or  at  any  rate 
to  an  engagement  on  their  part,  that  if  a  valid  claim  was  made  by 
MaMhey's  representative  against  Wiseman  to  recover  the  proceeds  of 
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L.  JJ.      the  bills  of  exchange,  they  would  forthwith  pay  the  amount  of  the 
1871        bills  of  exchange  with  intereBt.    If  that  was  the  true  construction 
Expatie     ot  the  contract,  then  no  doubt  it  would  follow  that  the  contract 
WiBBMAN.    ^^  completely  broken  before  the  inspectorship  deed  was  executed, 
Kelsos,     and  the  case  would  come  within  the  153rd  section  of  the  Act  of 
BiTTON^  Co.  jggj^     i^Q  j^PQ  Qf  opinion,  however,  that  this  is  not  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  contract.     We  think  there  is  no  warranty  that 
Kebon^  Tritton^  &  Co.  were  entitled  to  the  bills,  nor  any  promise 
that  if  a  yalid  claim  was  made  by  MaiQieys  representative,  Kelson^ 
fritton,  dt  Co.  would  forthwith  pay  the  proceeds  of  the  bills  with 
interest.     The  contract  appears  to  us  distinctly  to  contemplate  that 
Kelson,  Tritton^  &  Co.  might,  if  they  pleased,  cause  the  action  to 
be  defended ;  and  we  think,  that  if  Kelson,  Trition,  dt  Co.  had 
continued  to  defend  the  action  through  their  own  attorney,  and 
then  had  paid  the  full  sum  recovered  and  tlie  costs  to  Mattheys 
representative  as  soon  as  judgment  was  signed  and  before  exe- 
cution could  be  issued  against  Wiseman,  the  contract  would  never 
have  been  broken  at  all. 

We  are  of  opipion,  therefore,  that  no  breach  of  the  contract  had 
been  committed  previous  to  the  execution  of  the  deed  of  inspector- 
ship under  which  the  amount  of  the  bills  could  have  been  re- 
covered as  damages.  If  the  contract  had  been  broken  at  all,  and 
the  special  case  does  not  shew  that  it  had,  it  had  only  been  broken 
by  Wiseman  having  been  allowed  by  Kdson,  Triiton,  <&  Co.  to  incur 
a  debt  to  his  own  attorney  in  defending  this  action  between  the 
time  when  they  stopped  payment  and  the  execution  of  the  deed 
of  inspectorship ;  and  for  this  breach  we  think  that  the  amount  of 
that  debt  was  the  only  damages  that  could  be  recovered. 

We  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  proof  for  the  amount  of 
the  bills  of  exchange,  which  has  been  allowed  by  the  Kegistrar, 
cannot  be  supported  under  the  153rd  section  of  the  Act  of  1861. 

It  is  next  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  Respondents,  that  the 
amount  of  the  bills,  with  damages  and  costs,  was  a  sum  which 
Kelson,  Trition,  dt  Co.  were  liable  to  pay  upon  the  contingency  of 
the  action  being  decided  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  that,  there- 
fore, this  sum  could  be  proved  under  the  178th  section  of  the 
12  &  13  Vict  c.  106. 
It  appears  to  us,  however,  that  the  contract  of  indemnity  was 
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not  confined  to  the  sum  recovered  by  the  judgment.    It  is  clear,       L.  JJ. 
indeed,   that  Wiseman'B  own  costs  in  defending  the  action  were        1871 
included  in  the  indemnity ;  and  we  think  that  every  time  that     ex  paru 
Kelson,  Triiton,  &  Co.  allowed  Wiseman  to  contract  a  debt  with    W^"^^- 
his  own  attorney,  or  to  advance  money  in  payment  of  his  own     kklson, 
costs  of  the  action,  the  contract  was  broken.     So  also,  after  the  ^'^^"'^MCo. 
final  judgment  was  obtained,  further  legal  proceedings  might  have 
been  taken  either  by  Wiseman  himself  to  reverse  the  judgment,  or 
by  the  Plaintiff  to  enforce  it  against  him,  from  which  Wiseman 
might  sustain  further  damages  and  costs  against  which  he  would 
be  entitled  to  be  indemnified.    The  contract  therefore  appears  to 
us  not  to  be  a  contract  to  be  performed  once  for  all  on  the  hap- 
pening of  a  single  contingency,  but  to  be  a  contract  which  was 
liable  to  be  broken  repeatedly  at  different  times  upon  the  hap- 
pening of  various  contingencies,  whilst  separate  damages  could  be 
recovered  under  each  such  breach.    We  are  of  opinion  that  Warburg 
v.  TtLcker  (1),  Mitealfe  v,  Hanson  (2),  Cary  v.  Dawson  (3),  and  Bet-' 
teletf  T.  Stainsby  (4),  are  decisive  authorities,  that  the  liability  of  a 
bankrupt  under  such  a  contract  is  not  within  the  178th  section  of 
the  Act  of  1849. 

Moreover,  in  Beltdey  v.  Stainsby^  Mr.  Justice  WUles  and  Mr. 
Justice  Keating^  who  were  the  only  Judges  before  whom  the  case 
was  heard,  both  express  an  opinion  that  a  liability  under  a  con- 
tract of  indemnity  is  not  a  liability  to  pay  money  at  all  within 
the  178th  section ;  and  we  agree  in  that  opinion.  We  think  that, 
to  come  within  the  section,  the  bankrupt  must  be  made  liable  by 
the  contract  itself  to  pay  money.  Here  the  contract  is  to  indem- 
nify, and  although  that  contract  might  have  been  performed  by 
paying  money  to  Maitheys  representative,  it  might  also  have  been 
performed  in  any  other  way  by  which  Matihey's  representative 
might  have  been  induced  to  abandon  and  release  the  claim  against 
Wiseman.  Maples  v.  Pepper  (5)  is  also  an  authority  that  a  lia- 
bility to  pay  damages  for  the  breach  of  a  contract,  where  the  con- 
tract itself  is  not  a  contract  to  pay  money,  is  not  within  the  178th 
section.     On  the  whole,  we  are  of  opinion  that  Wiseman  was  not 

(1)  6  E.  &  B.  384.  (3)  Law  Rep.  4  Q.  B.  5G8. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  1  H.  L.  242.  (4)  Ibid.  2  0.  P.  568. 

(5)  18  C.  B.  177. 
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L.  JJ.      entitled  or  bound  to  prove  the  amount  of  the  bills  against  the 
1871        estate  of  Kelsan,  Triiton,  cfe  Co. 

Ex  jMfie         The  two  last  questions  in  the  special  case  relate  to  two  sums  of 
Wiseman.    £10^4  j^^  3^   ^^^  jgjQQ  g^  g^^    ^f^^^.   jYi9eman  had  paid  the 

In  re 

Kelson,  sums  recovered  from  him  by  Malthey*s  representative  to  the 
'*"^i^  ^'receiver  of  Mattheys  estate  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  the  in- 
spectors of  Kelson,  Tritton^  &  Go.  made  out  their  account  against 
the  estate  of  Matthey.  In  that  account  both  the  advance  of  the 
£2000  to  Matthey  and  the  payment  by  Wiseman  of  the  bills  of 
exchange  are  debited  and  credited.  Kelson,  Tritton,  &  Co.  after- 
wards received  the  said  two  sums  as  dividends  from  Matthey  s  estate, 

and  handed  them  to  their  solicitors.     Wiseman  then  commenced 

* 

proceedings  in  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court  against  Kelson,  TriUon, 
dt  Co.  for  the  breach  of  the  contract  of  indemnity,  and  caused  the 
two  sums  to  be  attached.  The  question  is — to  whom  do  these  sums 
belong  ?  and  we  agree  with  the  Begistrar  that  they  belong  to  the 
estate  of  Kelson,  Tritton,  dt  Co.,  which  is  to  be  distributed  among 
their  creditors  by  the  inspectors.  They  represent  a  debt  due  to 
Kelson,  Tritton,  dt  Co.  at  the  time  they  executed  the  deed  of  in- 
spectorship, and  we  are  of  opinion  that  neither  Kelson,  TriUon,  dt 
Co.  nor  any  subsequent  creditor  of  Kdson,  Tritton,  dt  Co.  is  entitled 
to  prevent  these  sums  being  distributed  by  the  inspectors  under 
the  deed  of  inspectorship.  It  is  true  that  the  figures  stated  in 
the  special  case  prove  that  these  sums  must  have  been  in  great  part 
paid  out  of  the  sums  paid  by  Wiseman  to  the  receiver  of  Matthey*s 
estate,  but  we  do  not  think  that  this  can  make  any  difference. 

We  answer  the  four  questions  stated  in  the  special  case  as 
follows : — 

1st  Mr.  Wiseman,  as  the  surviving  partner  of  the  firm  of 
Wiseman  dt  Co.,  is  not  to  be  deemed  and  considered  a  creditor 
under  the  trusts  of  the  inspectorship  deed. 

2nd.  Mr.  Wisemxin  is  entitled  to  treat  the  deed  as  not  in  any  way 
binding  on  him,  and  to  maintain  an  action  at  law  against  Messrs. 
Kdson,  TriUon,  dt  Co.  for  breach  of  the  contract  of  indemnity. 

3rd.  Mr.  Wiseman  is  not  entitled  to  any  lien  upon  any  of  the 
aforesaid  sums  of  £1014  lis.  3d.  and  £110  3s.  8d.  by  virtue  of  the 
proceedings  taken  by  him  in  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court. 

4th.  Messrs.  Kelson,  Tritton,  dt  Co.  have  not  any  claim  upon  the 
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said  sums  of  £1014  17s.  Sd.  and  £1 10  3s.  8^.^  nor  any  right  "to       L.  JJ. 
retain  and  apply  the  same  towards  satisfaction  of  what  they  may        1871 
be  called  upon  to  pay  Mr.  Wiseman.    The  two  sums  form  part  of     K^Tparte 
the  trust  estate  under  the  inspectorship  deed.  Wbbmak. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  inspectors  should  have  their  costs      kelsow. 
out  of  the  estate,  both  in  the  Court  below  and  before  us,  bat  that  TRrrroN,ACo. 
Mr.  Wiseman  and  Messrs.  Edsan,  Trittan,  &  Co.  should  bear  their 
own  costs  in  both  Courts. 

The  case  must  be  remitted  to  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  to  make 
the  orders  which  the  parties  have  agreed  upon  in  accordance  with 
our  answers  to  the  questions. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Linilater  <&  Co. ;  Messrs.  Janson^  Cdtb^  & 
Pearson  ;  Messrs.  Mackenzie,  Trinder,  &  Co. 


In  re  DURHAM  COUNTY  PERMANENT  BENEFIT  L.  JJ. 

BUILDING  SOCIETY.  isri 

Ex  parte  WILSON.  No9^, 

Jurudidion — Suhminion  to  Judge  acting  in  Winding-up — Right  of  Appeal. 

Questions  having  arisen  l)etween  the  official  liquidator  of  a  company  and  a 
mortgagee  with  whom  the  trustees  had  deposited  deeds  belonging  to  the  com- 
pany, with  respect  to  the  validity  of  the  security,  the  parties  signed  an 
agreement  that  their  rights  should  be  determined  in  a  summary  way  by  the 
Judge  acting  in  the  matter  of  the  winding-up : — 

Heldy  on  the  construction  of  the  agreement,  that  this  was  a  submission  to 
the  Judge  personally,  and  that  no  appeal  could  be  brought  to  the  Court  of 
Appeal  in  Chancery. 

IHIS  was  an  appeal  from  an  order  made  by  Vice-Chancellor 
Bacon,  in  the  winding-up  of  the  Durham  County  Permanent  Benefit 
Building  Society  (1). 

The  trustees  of  the  society,  previously  to  the  commencement  of 
the  winding-up,  deposited  certain  mortgage  deeds  executed  by 
members  of  the  society  with  the  Eev.  W.  Wilson  as  a  security  for 
£200  borrowed  by  them  under  one  of  the  rules  of  the  society. 

The  oflBcial  liquidator  disputed  the  validity  of  the  security,  and, 

(1)  Law  Rep.  12  Eq.  516. 
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J^x  parte 

WiLSOH. 


L.  JJ.       in  order  to  facilitate  the  settlement  of  the  question,  the  official 
1871        liquidator  and  Mr.  Wilson  signed  an  agreement  dated  the  6th  of 
}^       April,  1871. 
^uNTT         ^y  *^^  agreement— after  reciting  the  order  for  winding-up,  and 
Permanent  the  deposit  of  deeds,  and  that  questions  had  been  raised  by  the 
Building     official  liquidator  as  to  the  validity  of  the  said  transaction,  and  as 
to  the  right  of  the  said  society  to  pledge  or  deposit  any  of  the  secu- 
rities of  the  members;  and  also  reciting  that  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  the  mortgagors  of  the  said  premises  to  redeem  the  said 
securities,  and  of  avoiding  as  far  as  possible  litigation  between 
the  said  official  liquidator  and  the  said  W*  Wilson  with  reference 
to  the  said  deposit  of  securities,  it  was  provided  that  the  agree- 
ment should  be  subject  to  the  sanction  of  the  Vice-Chancellor 
acting  in  the  matter  of  the  winding-up  of  the  said  society,  to  be 
obtained  on  or  before  the  1st  day  of  May  next;  that  the  said 
W.  Wilson  should,  upon  request  of  the  said  official  liquidator,  hand 
over  to  him  the  deeds  and  documents  of  title,  if  any  mortgagor 
should  be  desirous  of  redeeming  his  security,  or  if  the  said  official 
liquidatx)r  should  realise  the  same,  and  he  should,  if  necessary,  join  in 
any  receipt  or  discharge  for  the  mortgage  moneys ;  and  that  the 
amount  due  to  the  mortgagor  should  be  ascertained  and  settled 
between  the  official  liquidator  and  the  mortgagor,  and,  when  paid, 
should  be  carried  to  a  separate  account  in  the  winding-up. 
The  agreement  then  contained  the  following  clauses : — 
"  The  moneys  received  by  the  said  official  liquidator  under  this 
agreement,  and  passed  to  the  said  account,  shall  be  retained  until 
the  question  of  the  right  to  the  same  has  been  ascertained  and 
determined  by  the  Court  of  Chancery,  under  the  winding  up  of  the 
said  society,  or  until  either  of  the  parties  shall  have  given  notice  to 
the  other  of  the  relinquishment  of  his  claim  to  the  moneys  received 
under  this  agreement,  in  which  latter  case  the  party  giving  such 
notice  shall  do  all  necessary  acts  for  the  purpose  of  paying  or 
handing  over  all  moneys  and  securities  come  into  possession  under 
this  agreement.** 

•*  In  case  of  any  difference  or  dispute  in  any  manner  arising 
under  this  agreement,  the  same  shall  be  settled  by  the  Chief  Clerk 
of  the  Vice-Chancellor  to  whose  Court  the  winding-up  of  the  said 
society  is  attached." 
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**  The  rights  of  the^  parties  hereto  shall  be  determined  as  they 
existed  immediately  before  signing  and  entering  into  this  agree- 
ment, and  shall  be  fally  and  effectually  determined  in  a  summary 
way  by  the  Judge  acting  in  the  matter  of  the  windiog-up  of  the 
said  society.** 

Under  this  agreement,  the  official  liquidator  took  out  a  summons 
before  the  Vice-Chancellor,  calling  upon  Mr.  Wilson  to  give  up 
the  deeds  without  any  payment  being  made  to  him.  The  Yice- 
Chancellor  refused  to  make  the  order,  and  the  official  liquidator 
appealed  from  his  decision. 


L,JJ. 

1871 


In  re 

DUBHAX 
COCUTT 

Pebmankmt 

Bensfit 

BtJILDIMa 
BOCIETT. 

Ex  parte 
Wilson. 


Mr.  Fryy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  HiggiiMj  for  the  official  liquidator. 

Mr.  Cotton^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Caldecott,  for  Mr.  Wilson. 

On  the  appeal  being  opened, 

Sib  W.  M.  James,  L.J.,  said : — ^I  am  of  opinion  that  we  have  no 
jurisdiction  in  this  matter.  The  parties  have  agreed  to  have  the 
questions  between  them  decided  in  a  summary  way  by  the  Judge 
acting  in  the  matter  of  the  winding-up.  I  understand  that  to 
mean  the  Judge  personally.  It  seems  to  me  that  an  appeal  was 
just  what  they  wished  to  avoid.  I  wish  it»  however,  to  be  understood 
that  I  decide  this  on  the  intention  of  the  parties  expressed  in  this 
agreement.  It  would  have  been  different  if  they  had  submitted 
generally  to  have  the  questions  decided  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  in 
the  winding-up.     The  appeal  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Sir  G.  Mellish,  L.J.,  concurred. 


\ 


Solicitors :  Messrs.  Lewis,  Munns,  dt  Longden  ;  Mr.  R,  Ellis. 
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^-  JJ-  CODSENS  V.  COUSENS. 

1871 

-r^  [1869    C.    58.] 

AAif.  4. 

Costs — Taxation — Three  Counsel, 

Where  a  junior  counsel  who  has  prepared  the  pleadings  for  a  party  to  a 
cause  is  called  within  the  bar  before  the  hearing,  and  aft«r  a  leader  has  been 
retained,  then,  if  the  case  is  of  such  a  description  as  to  make  the  retaining  a 
leader  at  that  stage  of  the  cause  proper,  the  costs  of  three  counsel  at  the 
hearing  ought  to  be  allowed. 

J  flIS  was  a  motion  by  the  Plaintiffs  by  way  of  appeal  from  a 
decision  of  Vice-Chancellor  Bacon  refusing  to  direct  the  Taxing 
Master  to  review  his  taxation. 

The  suit  was  a  cross  suit.  The  bill  in  the  original  cause  was 
settled  and  signed  by  Mr.  JEddis,  and  Mr.  Kay  was  retained  as 
leading  counsel.  After  this  the  Defendants  in  the  original  cause 
filed  this  cross  bill  against  the  Plaintiff  in  the  original  cause.  The 
Defendant  in  the  cross  cause  did  not  give  a  retainer  in  it  to  Mr. 
Kay,  but  Mr.  Eddie  settled  and  signed  the  answer.  Before  the 
causes  were  ready  for  hearing,  Mr.  Eddis  was  called  within  the 
Bar,  and  the  Defendant  in  the  cross  cause  gave  briefs  in  both 
causes  to  Mr.  Kay^  Mr.  Eddis,  and  a  junior.  The  Plaintiffs  in  the 
cross  cause  were  substantially  successful  as  Defendants  in  the 
original  cause,  but  their  cross  bill  was  dismissed  with  costs. 

The  Taxing  Master,  in  taxing  the  costs  of  the  Defendant  in  the 
cross  cause,  allowed  the  fees  of  three  counsel,  which  was  one  ground 
of  objection. " 

The  second  ground  of  objection  was  this :  the  Defendant  in  the 
cross  cause  marked  his  briefs  in  the  two  causes  alike — thirty-five 
guineas,  thirty  guineas,  and  twenty-five  guineas.  The  Plaintiffs 
in  the  cross  cause  marked  lower  fees  in  the  cross  cause  than  in  the 
original  cause;  marking  in  the  latter  thirty-five  guineas  to  the 
leader,  and  twenty-five  to  the  junior,  and  in  the  cross  cause  only 
fifteen  guineas  to  the  leader  and  ten  guineas  to  the  junior.  They 
objected  to  the  fees  marked  by  the  Defendant  in  the  cross  cause 
as  being  excessive. 

As  to  the  first  objection,  the  Taxing  Master  stated  :  ^  Mr.  Eddis 
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had  been  the  Defendant's  junior  in  the  suit,  but  prior  to  the  hearing      L.  JJ. 
took  silk.  The  practice  in  this  office,  prior  to  the  decision  in  Bordey        1871 
T.  Cox  (1)  by  Lord  Romitty,  was  to  disallow  the  costs  of  the  third     goisknb 
counsel  in  such  cases ;  and  I  conceive  that  I  am  bound,  whatever  my    .  (^^^^^ 
opinion  may  be,  to  follow  that  case  until  a  court  of  co-ordinate  or        — - 
superior  jurisdiction  has  ruled  otherwise." 

On  the  objection  as  to  the  amount  of  fees,  after  noticing  the 
fees  marked  by  the  parties  respectively,  he  observed :  **  I  think 
the  fees  in  question  large,  but  I  do  not  think  that  they  are  so 
grossly  excessive  as  to  render  it  proper  for  me  to  interfere  with 
the  discretion  of  the  solicitor,  whatever  the  Court  may  be  inclined 
to  do,  or  that  they  were  divided  into  moieties  with  any  unfair 
intent ;  and  I  have  therefore  overruled  those  objections." 

Mr.  Morgan,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Lindletf,  for  the  Appellants: — 

The  pleadings  in  this  case,  no  doubt,  were  heavy,  but  not  so 
heavy  that  the  fees  of  a  third  counsel  should  be  allowed  on  that 
ground  alone,  as  in  Pearce  v.  Lindsay  (2).  In  Carter  v.  Barnard  (3), 
where  the  junior  had  taken  silk,  the  fees  of  a  third  counsel  were 
allowed — but  only  because  the  case  was  extraordinarily  complicated ; 
and  in  Oreen  v.  Briggs  (4)  they  were  disallowed. 

[The  Lord  Justice  James  : — It  does  not  appear  that  in  that 
case  a  retainer  had  been  given  to  a  leader  before  the  junior  was 
called  within  the  Bar.] 

No  retainer  was  ever  given  to  Mr.  Kay  in  this  cause. 

[The  Lord  Justice  James  : — ^That  is  wholly  immaterial,  as  he 
had  been  retained  in  the  original  cause.] 

Tiie  case  of  Midland  BaUtoay  Company  v.  Broton  (5)  shews  the 
principle,  and  we  submit  that  the  fees  here,  as  in  that  case,  ought 
not  to  be  allowed.  Hordey  v.  Cox  is  opposed  by  two  cases,  and 
ought  not  to  be  followed.    Then  as  to  the  quantum  of  fees 

[The  Lord  Justice  James  : — ^We  cannot  enter  upon  that ;  this 
Court  cannot  undertake  the  office  of  the  Taxing  Master.] 

3Ir.  Robinson,  for  the  Bespondents,  was  not  called  upon. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  7  Eq.  464.  (3)  16  Sim.  157. 

(2)  1  D.  F.  &  J.  573.  (4)  7  Hare,  279. 

(5)  10  Hare,  App.  iliv. 
Vou  YJL  E  1 
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L.  jj.      Sir  W.  M.  James,  L.J. : — 

}^  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  appeal  motion  must  be  refused  vritb 

CovsENB  costs.  I  do  not  say  that  in  every  case  in  which  the  junior  ooonsel 
CouasNg.  ^ho  has  drawn  the  pleadings  has  been  called  within  the  Bar  before 
the  hearing  the  costs  of  three  counsel  ought  to  be  allowed.  The 
question  appears  to  me  to  be  whether  the  case  is  of  such  a  de- 
scription that  the  having  retained  a  leader  before  the  junior  was 
ddled  within  the  Bar  was  reasonable  and  proper.  If  it  be  such  a 
case,  then,  if  the  junior  is  called  within  the  Bar,  it  is  reasonable  that 
his  services  should  be  retained ;  it  is  necessary  to  employ  a  junior ; 
and  unless  a  brief  be  given  to  the  leader  who  has  been  retained 
his  retainer  is  thrown  away.  In  such  a  case  the  having  three 
counsel  is  reasonable,  and  the  expense  is  not  an  expense  of  luxury 
which  the  adversary  cannot  be  called  upon  to  pay.  The  question 
as  to  the  quantum  of  fees  ought  never  to  have  been  brought  here* 
The  Taxing  Master  considered  that  the  fees  were  not  such  as  to- 
call  for  his  interference,  and  we  shall  not  interfere  with  his- 
discretion. 

Sib  6.  Mellish,  LJ.  : — 
I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Flux  &  Co. ;  Mr.  K  W.  VaUance. 


L.  JJ.  In  re  CHESHIKE. 

«^         Fraeiice — Chancery  i>r  Lunacy — Ecdmatiical  Commisnoncrs — 23  <!;  24  Vict^ 
Aor.  11.  c.  124^  8. 38. 

Where  the  interest  under  a  lease  made  by  an  eoclesiastical  corporation 
is  vested  in  trustees  without  power  of  sale,  and  the  person  enUtled  to  the 
rents  is,  through  unsoundness  of  mind,  incapable  of  consenting  to  a  sale,  the 
order  sanctioning  such  sale  is  to  be  made  in  Chancery  and  not  in  lunacy. 

X  HIS  was  a  Petition  for  liberty  to  sell  to  the  Ecclesiastical  Com* 
missioners  a  leasehold  interest,  one  of  the  equitable  tenants  for 
life  of  which  was  a  person  of  unsound  mind  not  so  found  by 
inquisition. 
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The  leasehold  was  demised  in  1842  by  the  Dean  and  Chapter       L.  JJ. 
of  Peterborofiffh  to  Thomas  Cheshire  for  the  lives  of  three  persons,       1871 
and  the  snrvivors  and  sanrivor  of  them.    Cheshire^  by  his  will,       inn 
gave  his  residuary  real  and  personal  estate  to  trustees  upon  trust    ^^^°™*"''- 
(beside  other  trusts  which  had  determined)  to  pay  to  H.  T.  Chap- 
man an  annuity  of  £100  for  his  life,  and  subject  thf  reto  to  pay  the 
rents  to  the  testator's  daughters  Eliza  Cheshire  and  Caroline  Cheshire 
during  their  joint  lives  in  equal  shares,  and  after  their  respective 
deceases  to  pay  the  rents  in  manner  therein  mentioned,  and  after 
the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them  upon  trust  to  sell  the  property. 

The  testator  died  in  1845.  Caroline  Cheshire  was  of  unsound 
mind,  but  not  so  found  by  inquisition.  Some  time  after  the  testa- 
tor's death  the  property  (subject  to  the  lease)  had  become  vested  in 
the  Ecclesiastical  Commissioners.  One  of  the  lives  in  the  lease 
having  dropped,  the  Commissioners  refused  to  renew,  but  agreed, 
subject  to  the  approbation  of  the  Court,  to  purchase  the  leasehold 
interest  for  £800. 

The  present  Petition  was  presented  by  Caiiely  the  trustee  of  the 
will,  and  Eliza  Cheshire,  Caroline  Cheshire^  by  her  next  friend, 
and  H.  T.  Chapman,  In  the  Matter  of  Caroline  Cheshire,  a  person 
of  unsound  mind,  and  of  the  estate  of  Thomas  Cheshire,  and  of 
the  Aet  23  &  24  Yict.  c.  124 ;  and  asked  that  the  trustee  might  be 
at  liberty  to  sell  according  to  the  agreement.  It  was  intituled 
both  in  Lunacy  and  in  Chancery. 

The  statute  23  &  24  Vict.  c.  124,  s.  38,  provides,  that  if  an. 
ecclesiastical  lease  is  vested  in  trustees  without  power  of  sale,  the 
trustees  may  sell,  with  the  consent  in  writing  of  the  person  bene- 
ficially entitled  to  the  rents,  "  or,  if  there  shall  be  no  person 
capable  of  giving  consent,"  then,  *^  with  the  sanction  and  appro- 
bation of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  to  be  obtained  on  petition  to  the 
said  Court." 

Mr.  0.  A.  Saunders,  appeared  for  the  Petition^  which  was  placed 
among  the  lunatic  petitions. 

Their  Lobdships  stated  their  opinion  to  be  that  it  ought  to 
have  been  presented  in  Chancery,  and  objected  to  making  an 
order.    On  being  infonned,  however,  that  the  Petition  was  inti- 
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iu  JJ.  tuled  in  Chancery  as  well  as  in  Lunacy,  their  Lordships  made  the 

1871  order,  stating  at  the  same  time  that  they  did  so  by  virtue  of  their 

In  re  original  jurisdiction  in  Chancery,  and  directing  the  order  to  be 

CnMHiHB.  ^j^^^  ^p  j^  Chancery  only. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Clarke,  Son,  &  Bawlins. 


^ar.  25. 


L.  JJ.  In  re  GIBSON,  a  supposed  insane  pebson. 

1871 

.^,^^  Lunatic—'Past  Maintenance — Lttnacy  Regulation  Act,  1862. 


A  person  of  unsound  mind,  not  found  so  by  inquisition,  was  kept  by  ber 
brothers  in  a  private  asylum  from  1838  to  1859,  at  a  total  expense  of  moro 
than  £700.  The  brothers  having  suffered  losses  in  trade,  and  being  unable 
further  to  support  her,  she  was  kept  in  a  county  asylum,  at  the  expense  of 
the  county,  from  1859  to  1871,  the  total  expense  exceeding  £300.  In  1871 
a  legacy  was  paid  to  her  brothers,  which  by  a  will  was  directed  to  be  paid  to 
them  to  be  applied  for  her  benefit.  This  legacy  was  ordered  to  be  retained 
by  the  brothers  for  her  past  maintenance  in  preference  to  the  claims  of  the 
county,  the  brothers  undertaking  to  maintain  her  in  future ;  and,  semhle,  they 
would,  even  without  giving  this  undertaking,  have  been  entitled  so  to  be 
repaid  for  past  maintenance. 

Christina  GIBSON,  a  person  of  unsound  mind,  but  not 
i'ound  so  by  inquisition,  was  kept  in  a  private  lunatic  asylum  at 
the  expense  of  her  brothers,  Thomas  GHbaon  and  Alexander  Gibson, 
from  1838  to  1859,  at  an  expense  of  more  than  £700  in  the  whole. 
In  that  year  her  brothers,  haying  had  losses  in  business,  became 
unable  to  continue  to  support  her,  and  she  was  placed  in  the  Cclney 
Hatch  Asylum,  where  she  was  thenceforth  kept  at  the  expense  of 
the  county  of  Middlesex. 

In  February,  1871,  the  sum  of  £641  7s.  lOd.  was  paid  to  Thomas 
Gibson  and  Alexander  Gibson,  being  a  share  of  the  residuary  estate 
of  F.  ScoU,  who  bequeathed  it  to  Christina  Gibson,  but  directed  his 
trustees  to  pay  it  to  them,  "  as  acting  for  and  in  behalf  of  their 
said  sister,  and  whose  receipt,  as  managing  for  her,  shall  be  a  suffi- 
cient exoneration  and  discharge  to  my  said  trustees,  recommending 
to  them  the  care  of  their  said  sister,  and  to  apply  the  bequest 
hereby  made  1o  her  for  her  benefit,  at  such  times  and  in  such 
manner  as  to  them  may  seem  most  for  her  interest." 
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Thonias  Crtlson    thereupon  communicated  with  the  Commis-       L.JJ. 
sioneis  in  Lunacy,  and  arrangements  i^ere  made  for  removing  the       1871 
lunatic  to  a  private  asylum,  and  purchasing  for  her  a  life  annuity       j^  ^^ 
with  the  £641  Is.  lOd. ;  but  before  it  had  been  carried  out  a      ^^*» 
claim  was  made  on  Thomas  Otbson  by  the  treasurer  of  the  county 
of  Middlesex  for  £309  16«.  4eZ.,  for  the  past  maintenance  of  the 
lunatic  in  the  county  asylum. 

On  the  9th  of  September,  1871,  the  Commissioners  in  Lunacy 
reported  that  the  income  of  the  lunatic's  property  was  not  duly 
applied  for  her  benefit.  It  was  thereupon  referred  to  the  solicitor 
to  the  suitors'  fund  to  take  proceedings  for  the  purpose  of  protect- 
ingthe  lunatic's  property,  and  making  her  income  available  for  her 
maintenance,  and  it  was  arranged  that  a  Petition  should  be  pre- 
sented by  Thomas  CHhson  stating  the  above  facts.  The  Petition 
prayed  that  the  costs  of  the  Petitioner  might  be  paid,  and  that  the 
Petitioner  and  Alexander  CUbson  might  be  directed  whether  they 
should  retain  the  balance  in  satisfaction  of  what  they  had  expended 
on  tlie  maintenance  of  the  lunatic,  or  whether  they  should  pay  the 
claim  of  the  treasurer  of  the  county  of  Middlesex,  and  from  time 
to  time  repay  him  the  further  sums  which  he  might  expend  for 
her  maintenance  at  Colney  Hatch,  so  far  as  the  property  would 
extend. 

Mr.  Oraeinall,  for  the  Petitioner,  referred  to  Re  Macfarlane  (1),. 
and  stated  that  his  client  was  willing  to  give  the  same  undertaking 
as  was  given  in  that  case  to  provide  for  the  future  maintenance  of 
the  lunatic,  upon  receiving  the  fund  for  past  maintenance. 

Mr.  Methdd,  for  the  solicitor  to  the  suitors*  fund,  referred  to  the- 
Lanaey  Regulation  Act,  1862  (25  &  26  Vict.  c.  86),  sects.  12, 13. 

Mr.  Schomberg,  Q.C.,  for  the  justices  of  Middlesex : — 

It  is  quite  clear  that  the  justices  are  entitled  to  be  repaid  out  of 
this  fund,  unless  the  Petitioner  can  make  out  a  prior  claim.   This, 
I  submit,  he  cannot  do,  for  his  maintaining  the  lunatic  was  a  volun- 
tary  act  which  creates  no  debt. 

[The  LoBD  Justice  Mellish  : — A  lunatic  cannot  contract  for 

(1)  2  J.  &  H.  673. 
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L.  JJ.      his  maintenance,  so  whoever  maintains  him  becomes  a  creditor  by 
1871        implied  contract.] 


In  re  If  there  be  a  debt  it  is  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitatiom. 

QlBflON. 

The  Lord  Justice  James  : — The  holders  of  the  fund  cannot  be 

obliged  to  set  up  the  statute  against  themselves. 

Sir  W.  M.  Jakes,  L.J. : — 

The  Petition  must  be  amended  by  making  AleoMinder  Q^son  a 
co-Petitioner,  and,  upon  the  Petition  so  amended,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  Petitioner  is  entitled  to  an  order.  The  lunatic  was  main- 
tained by  her  brothers  for  some  years,  and  it  is  the  regular  course 
of  the  Court  to  apply  a  lunatic's  property  in  payment  of  past  main- 
tenance. When  property  comes  in  it  is  right  and  honest  that  past 
maintenance  should  be  paid  for.  I  think  the  brothers  would  have 
been  entitled  to  this,  even  without  giving  the  undertaking  whicli 
they  have  offered. 

Sir  G.  Mellish,  L J. : — 
I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Denton,  HdU,  &  Barker  ;  Messrs.  Johnson  & 
Master;  Messrs.  AUen  dt  Son. 
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In  re  LONDON  AND  MEDITERKANEAN  BANK.      L.C. 

1871 

WRIGHTS  CASE. 
SharehMer — Allotment — Misrepresentation — Grounds  for  Cancellation. 

The  cancellation  of  shares  by  directora,  where  the  shareholder  has  valid 
grounds  to  claim  cancellation,  is  good  and  efifectnal,  although  the  shareholder 
claimed  such  cancellation  on  invalid  grounds,  not  being  at  the  time  aware  of 
the  existence  of  valid  grounds. 

In  the  prospectus  of  a  company  it  was  untruly  stated  that  80,000  shares 
had  been  subscribed  for.  IT.,  relying  on  this  statement,  applied  for  shares, 
and  had  ten  shares  allotted  to  him,  on  which  he  paid  the  deposit.  The  com- 
mittee of  the  Stock  Exchange  refused  to  grant  a  settling  day,  whereupon  W, 
wrote  to  the  directors  that  they  ought  to  return  the  deposit.  The  share- 
holders at  a  meeting  agreed  that  the  allottees  were  entitled  to  have  their 
allotments  cancelled.  Thereupon  W.  received  back  his  deposit  money,  and 
returned  his  share  certificates,  and  an  entry  was  made  in  the  register  of 
shareholders  that  his  shares  were  cancelled.  The  company  was  afterwards 
woand  up,  and  W,  then  discovered  the  misrepresentation  as  to  the  number  of 
shares  subscribed  for : — 

'  Held  (reversing  the  decision  of  Wickens,  ^.C.),  that  the  cancellation  of  the 
allotment  was  valid,  the  directors  having  been  aware  of  the  misrepresentation 
though  the  shareholder  was  not  aware  of  it ;  and  that  W,  was  not  a  contri- 
butory either  as  a  present  or  past  member. 

In  April,  1865,  a  company,  called  the  London  and  Mediierranean 
Batik,  Limited,  was  registered  as  having  a  capital  of  £2,000,000, 
in  100,000  shares  of  £20  each. 

A  prospectus  was  issued  stating,  amongst  other  things,  that 
80,000  shares  had  been  already  subscribed  for,  which  statement, 
as  it  subsequently  appeared,  was  untrue.  Mr.  Wriffhiy  on  the  4th 
of  May,  applied  for  fifty  shares,  which  were  alloted  to  him.  He 
paid  the  deposit,  and  received  the  share  certificates. 

The  committee  of  the  Stock  Exchange  refused  to  grant  a  settling 
day  to  the  company,  on  the  ground  that  a  sufficient  number  of 
shares  had  not  been  allotted ;  but  it  did  not  appear  that  Mr.  Wright 
was  aware  of  the  reason,  or  that  he  was  aware  of  the  misrepresen- 
tation as  to  the  number  of  shares  subscribed  for  until  it  came  out 
on  some  of  the  proceedings  in  Court  under  the  winding-up. 

On  the  6th  of  October  Mi'.  Wright  wrote  to  the  company,  objecting 
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L.  0.       to  a  proposed  amalgamation  of  the  company  with  another  com- 
1871        pany,  and  saying  that,  after  the  committee  of  the  Steele  Exchange 
Wbight's     ^^d  refused  to  grant  a  settlement,  the  directors  ought  to  return 
^^       the  money  to  the  subscribers. 

On  the  18th  of  October  the  shareholders  held  a  meeting,  in 
which  they  approved  of  the  amalgamation ;  they  also  resolved  that, 
in  consequence  of  the  refusal  of  the  committee  to  grant  a  settling 
day,  all  persons  to  whom  shares  had  been  allotted  were  entitled  to 
have  their  allotments  cancelled,  and  their  money  returned  without 
interest.  Notice  of  this  was,  on  the  20th  of  October,  sent  to  Mr. 
Wright f  who  thereupon  returned  his  share  certificates,  and  he  after- 
wards received  from  the  directors  of  the  company  a  check,  dated 
the  2nd  of  November,  for  the  amount  of  his  deposit.  In  the 
register  of  shareholders  was  written  opposite  to  his  name,  ^'  Money 
returned,  and  allotment  cancelled ;"  but  there  was  no  direct 
evidence  as  to  when  or  by  whom  this  writing  was  mcule. 

On  the  6th  of  November,  1865,  a  meeting  of  the  shareholders 
was  held,  at  which  a  resolution  was  passed  for  winding  up  the  com- 
pany voluntarily,  and  on  the  22nd  of  November  this  resolution  was 
confirmed. 

In  June,  1866,  this  voluntary  winding-up  was  ordered  to  be  con- 
tinued under  supervision  ;  but  it  appeared  that  the  voluntary 
winding-up  was,  at  the  time,  intended  only  to  facilitate  the  amal- 
gamation. 

Mr.  Wright's  name  was  placed  by  the  Vice-Chancellor  Stuart 
upon  the  general  list  of  contributories  (1),  but  was  removed  by  the 
Lords  Justices  on  appeal  (2). 

The  liquidators  of  the  company  then  placed  his  name  on  the  B 
list  of  contributories  as  a  past  shareholder,  and  the  Yice-Chancellor 
Wickena  refused  to  remove  it>  as  reported  (3),  where  the  facts  of 
the  case  are  morefully  stated. 

Mr.  Wright  appealed. 

The  Solicitor-General  (Mr.  Jesed),  Mr.  Karsldke,  Q.C.,  and  Mr. 
Everitt,  for  the  Appellant : — 

The  Yice-Chancellor  seems  to  have  thought  that  this  case  was 

(1)  Law  Rep.  12  Eq.  334,  n.  (2).  f  (2)  Law  Rep.  12  Eq.  335,  n. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  12  Eq.  331. 
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^yemed  by  Oakes  y.  Turquand  (1);  but  that  does  not  apply       ii.G. 
where  the  name,  as  in  this  case,  was  not  on  the  register  when  the       i87i 
winding-np  order  was  made.    The  name  is  actually  off  the  list,     wrarar's 
4ind  what  reason  is  there  for  putting  it  on,  when  Mr.  Wright  could,       ^^ 
if  he  had  not  known  that  his  name  was  off,  at  any  time  haye  filed 
his  bill,  and  had  it  taken  off?    What  was  he  to  do  ?    He  could 
not  file  a  bill  to  haye  that  done  which  was  done.    WiEts  he  to  write 
a  letter,  and  say  what  he  had  found  out  after  the  company  was 
wound  up  ?     Wright  could  ayoic^  the  contract  on  one  ground,  and 
it  makes  no  difference  that  he  selected  another  so  long  as  the 
directors  acceded.     There  can  be  no  occasion  to  haye  a  suit  for 
the  purpose  of  doing  what  is  right :  Boss  y.  Estates  Investment 
Company  (2) ;  Beese  River  Silver  Mining  Company  y.  Smith  (3). 
This  must  be  treated  as  an  application  to  put  his  name  on  the 
register,  to  which  it  is  a  sufficient  answer  that  the  contract  was 
fraudulent  and  yoid.     If  Wright  did  not  know  about  the  fraud,  the 
directors  did,  and  were  quite  right  in  not  waiting  for  a  suit. 

Hr.  Hardy,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  HigginSj  for  the  liquidators : — 

No  doubt  if  Wright  had  repudiated  the  contract  on  the  ground 
of  fraud,  and  the  directors  had  assented,  he  could  not  be  held  liable. 
But  he  did  not ;  he  considered  himself  a  shareholder,  and  only  asked 
the  directors  to  do  what  he  thought  fur,  and  they  had  no  right, 
therefore,  to  cancel  the  shares  in  that  way.  He  has  neyer  repu- 
diated :  AMey's  Case  (4).  He  was  a  speculator,  and  merely  objected 
because  there  was  no  settling  day.  The  rescission  was  a  yoluntary 
and  unauthorized  act,  which  cannot  be  made  gobd  by  something 
which  was  afterwards  found  out.  Wright  does  not  attempt  to  say 
that  it  was  the  misrepresentation  which  induced  him  to  take  the 
shares,  and  unless  it  was  he  cannot  ayoid  them  on  that  ground : 
Western  Bank  of  Scotland  y.  Addie  (5).  All  the  cases  cited  were 
much  stronger  as  to  misrepresentation :  so  in  Bridger  and  NeitTs 
Case  (6),  and  Oreyke's  Case  (7).  No  one  knows  who  made  the 
entry  on  the  register,  or  when  it  was  made.  Suppose  that  an 
officer  of  the  company  had  chosen  to  remoye  the  name  of  this 

(1)  Law  Bep.  2  H.  L.  325.  (4)  Law  fiep.  9  Eq.  263. 

(2)  Ibid.  3  Ch.  682.  (5)  Ibid.  1  H.  L.,  Sa  145. 

(3)  Ibid.  4  H.  L.  64.  (6)  Ibid.  4  Ch,  266. 

(7)  Law  I^ep.  6  Cb.  63. 
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L.  C.       shareholder  without  any  authority,  would  that  be  enough  ?    The- 

1871        shareholder  must  take  instant  action  when  he  discovers  the  fraud ; 

Wwoht'b     ^^^  *^^  shareholder  did  nothing  whatever,  and  has,  by  his  laches, 

Oa«b.       logt  lug  right  to  complain :  Lawrences  Case  (1).    A  shareholder 

ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  bolster  up  an  untenable  case  in  this 

way :  Dixon  s  Case  (2).    At  all  events  he  could  not  be  released  as 

to  the  past  debts  of  the  company. 

Lord  Hathebley,  L.C.9  after  stating  the  fSstcts,  and  that  it  was 
clear  that  a  settling  day  had  been  refused  because  the  committee- 
of  the  Stock  Exchange  were  not  satisfied  as  to  the  allotment  of 
shares,  continued : — 

Under  those  circumstances  Mr.  Wright  was  clearly  entitled,  as^ 
soon  as  he  ascertained  them,  to  put  an  end  to  the  contract 
altogether ;  the  contract  was,  according  to  the  decision  in  Oakes 
Y.  Turquand  (3),  voidable  by  him ;  for  I  take  it  to  be  clear  upon 
the  evidence  that  this  was  a  material  misrepresentation  so  far  as- 
regards  the  object  which  Mr.  Wright  had  in  taking  the  shares. 
The  fact  that  a  settling  day  had  been  refused  was  calculated  to 
excite  suspicion,  but  was  not  enough,  in  the  face  of  the  positive 
statement  in  the  prospectus,  to  fix  him  with  notice  of  the  real 
state  of  things.  [His  Lordship  then  read  Mr.  Wright's  letter.]  He 
wrote  to  say  that  he  thought  the  concern  ought  to  be  put  an  end  to- 
and  the  money  returned.  It  is  true  that  he  might  not  be  entitled 
to  this,  as  expenses  might  have  been  incurred,  but  he  only  says  what 
he  thinks  the  directors  ought  to  do  as  honest  men.  He  was  thea 
informed  that  he  could  have  the  shares  cancelled  and  the  monev 
returned  without  interest.  Mr.  Wright  had  therefore  pressed  the 
directors  to  cancel  his  allotment,  because  no  settliug  day  could  be- 
obtained,  and  the  directors,  knowing  the  reason,  agreed  to  cancel 
the  allotment  upon  certain  terms,  which  he  accepted.  He  took 
the  money,  returned  the  share  certificates,  and  was  told  that  the 
shares  were  cancelled ;  and  in  the  books  we  find  an  entry  that 
the  shares  were  cancelled.  It  was  said  that  there  was  nothinor  to 
shew  when  this  entry  was  made,  but  I  must  take  it  prima  facie 
that  the  entry  was  made  on  the  2nd  of  November,  when  the 

(1)  Iaw  Rep.  2  Ch.  412.  (2)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  79. 

(3;  Law  Rep.  2  H.  L.  325. 
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cnoney  was  paid.    It  was  argued  that  the  shares  could  not  be  said       L.  G. 
to  have  been  cancelled  cib  initio,  because  no  interest  was  paid;  but        ISTI 
'that  fact  merely  amounts  to  this,  that  the  directors  made  a  bargain    wbtobtt's 
with  the  shareholder,  and  he  waived  the  interest  on  being  relieved       ^^"' 
from  the  shares. 

It  is  quite  true  that  without  a  case  of  fraud  which  he  could 
allege  against  the  directors,  he  would  not  be  entitled  to  demand 
the  cancellation  of  the  shares;  but  still  that  was^  the  thing  he 
bargained  for,  if  he  could  get  it ;  and  here  I  have  the  satisfjEiction 
*of  proceeding  on  the  same  ground  as  the  Yire-Chancellor,  who 
says  it  was  intended  by  both  parties  to  put  the  shareholder  in  the 
same  position  as  if  he  had  never  been  on  the  register.  The 
question  is  whether  it  could  properly  be  done,  and  the  case  in 
this  respect  is  singular.  I  will  take  Mr.  Wright  to  have  made  a 
demand  on  the  honour  and  fair  dealing  of  the  directors,  as  making 
it  incumbent  on  them  to  return  him  his  money,  he  not  knowing 
how  much  higher  he  could  put  his  case,  and  they  being  perfectly 
conscious  of  the- fraud  they  had  committed  in  the  representations 
which  they  had  made.  Thereupon  they  at  once  gave  him  all  the 
relief,  which,  had  he  been  informed  of  the  facts,  he  could  have 
demanded  as  a  matter  of  right. 

Then,  on  this  state  of  things,  if,  shortly  before  the  winding-up,  he 
had  discovered  his  higher  rights  would  it  have  been  necessary  for 
him  to  say,  **  I  find  that  this  cancellation  was  imperfect,  because 
there  was  not  a  sufiScient  denunciation  of  your  proceedings  and 
^tssertion  of  my  right,  and  now  I  must  file  my  bQl  to  put  my 
higher  right  in  force"?  I  cannot  conceive  that  it  was  necessary 
for  him  to  do  so,  or  that  anything  said  in  MarHn's  Case  (1)  can  be 
so  construed.  If,  indeed,  Mr.  Wright  had  not  concluded  the  matter 
by  a  complete  and  full  election  to  put  an  end  to  the  contract,  and 
had  been  able,  in  the  event  of  the  company  being  successful,  to 
turn  round  and  deny  the  right  of  the  directors  to  cancel  his 
shares,  it  would  have  been  difi^rent ;  but  I  think  that  he  had 
fuUy  and  completely  exercised  his  election  to  have  the  contract 
annulled. 

Then,  was  this  a  contract  that  could  be  annulled  ?  Was  it  a 
•contract  which  was  voidable,  if  not  void  ?    I  think  it  was.    The 

(1)  2  H.  &  M.  669. 
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L.  C.  mind  of  all  parties  was,  that  the  contract  should  be  annulled ;  and 
1871  in  that  the  Vice-Chancellor  agrees  with  me.  The  directors  acted 
Wbiqht's  "with  ^full  knowledge  of  the  circumstances.  They  were  glad  and 
ready  enough  to  annul  this  contract,  which  they  had  improperly^ 
entered  into,  and  which  they  knew  must  be  annulled  against  them 
if  legal  proceedings  were  taken,  and  with  costs.  Dealing  with 
this  gentleman,  and  being  anxious  to  have  the  contract  annulled,, 
they  agreed  with  him  in  a  course  of  proceeding  by  which  they  on 
their  part  declared  the  allotment  to  be  annulled,  and  he  accepted 
that  annulment  as  complete.  I  apprehend  that  from  that  time 
the  directors  were  completely  bound ;  they  could  not  afterwards 
set  up  their  fraud,  and  refuse  to  be  boimd ;  nor  would  it  lie  in  the 
mouth  of  Mr.  Wriffht,  supposing  the  concern  had  become  pros- 
perous, to  say  afterwards  that  he  intended  to  revoke  the  bargain^ 
and  to  become  a  shareholder.  If  he  was  conclusively  bound,  the 
directors  were  conclusively  bound ;  and  as  regards  the  shareholders, 
all  they  are  entitled  to,  according  to  OaJcea  v.  Turquand  (1),  is,  that 
the  status  of  any  subscriber  shall  not  be  altered  after  the  date  of 
the  winding-up.  But  I  think  that  at  the  date  of  the  winding-up, 
the  contract  was  annulled  on  both  sides,  and  that  it  would  have 
been  impossible  for  Mr.  Wright  to  replace  himself  as  a  shareholder. 
But  then  it  was  said  that  this  was  done  just  before  the  winding- 
up  ;  and  if  it  was  done  with  a  fraudulent  desire  on  the  part  of  the 
directors  to  liberate  some  of  their  friends,  leaving  other  persons 
liable,  that  might,  of  course,  be  a  matter  for  consideration.  But 
this  winding-up  was  for  the  purpose  of  going  on,  if  I  may  use  such 
an  expression.  It  was  to  amalgamate  one  company  with  another^ 
and  the  only  mode  of  doing  this  was  to  put  an  end  to  one  com- 
pany and  start  in  association  with  the  other.  At  that  time  all 
parties  thought  it  was  a  solid  concern,  and  there  is  therefore 
nothing  to  induce  one  to  say  that  there  was  fraudulent  combina- 
tion between  the  two  parties  to  this  contract. 

I  think,  therefore,  for  the  reasons  which  I  have  given,  that  the 
order  of  the  Vice-Ohancellor  must  be  discharged.  Mr.  Wrights 
name  must  be  struck  off  the  list,  and  his  costs  paid  out  of  tha^ 
assets  of  the  company. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Lewis,  Munns,  dk  Longden  ;  Mr.  S,  Karris^ 

(1)  Law  Kep.  2  H.  L.  325. 
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PIKE  V.  DICKINSON.  L.  o. 

[1870     P.     11.]  1871 

Composiiian  Deed — Bankruptcy — Jurisdiction — Opening  Account — Creditors, 

The  Plaintiff  had  made  a  oompositioii  with  his  creditors,  under  which  he 
paid  them  Ss,  in  the  pound,  and  was  released  from  his  dehts.  One  of  the 
creditors  was  the  Defendant,  who  had  been  agent  for  the  Plaintiff,  and 
claimed  from  him  a  balance  of  £300  on  which  he  received  the  composition. 
The  Plaintiff  afterwards  filed  the  bill  in  this  suit  against  the  Defendant, 
alleging  that  the  Defendant  had  made  overcharges,  and  asking  for  an  account 
and  payment  of  the  balance.    Overcharges  were  shewn : — 

Held  (affirming  the  decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls),  that  this  Court 
had  jurisdiction  in  the  matter,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not  obliged  to 
apply  to  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  : 

That  the  composition  deed  was  not  a  bar  to  the  suit : 

That  the  Defendant  could  not  set  up  any  rights  of  the  creditors  in  bar  of 
the  suit 

The  Plaintiff  in  this  case,  on  the  24th  of  July,  1867,  made  a 
composition  with  his  creditors,  by  which  he  agreed  to  pay  them  8a. 
in  the  poond,  and  they  released  him  and  his  estate.  The  composi- 
tion deed  was  duly  assented  to,  and  registered  under  the  Bank' 
ruptcy  Act,  1861.  The  Defendant  had  been  an  agent  to  the 
Plaintiff,  and  told  the  Plaintiff  that  he,  the  Defendant,  was  not 
able  to  state  the  exact  amount  due  to  him,  bu^  believed  it  to  be 
about  £300 ;  and  his  name  was  accordingly  inserted  by  the  Plain- 
tiff in  the  schedule  to  the  deed  as  a  creditor  for  £300.  The 
composition  was  duly  paid  to  all  the  creditors,  including  the 
Defendant. 

In  January,  1870,  the  Plaintiff  filed  the  bill  in  this  suit  against 
the  Defendant,  alleging  that  the  accounts  given  by  him  were 
incorrect,  and  contained  many  overcharges,  and  claiming  a  balance 
due  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  asking  for  an  account.  The  Master  of  the 
Bolls  was  of  opinion  that  overcharges  were  proved,  and  directed 
an  account  as  reported  (1),  where  the  facts  are  more  fully  stated. 

The  Defendant  appealed.  It  was  admitted  on  the  appeal  that 
the  accounts  were  inaccurate. 

(1)  Law  Hep.  12  Eq.  64. 


62  GHAl^GEBT  APPEALS.  [L.  B. 

L.  0.  Mr.  Swanstony  Q.C.,  Mr.  Jackson,  and  the  Hon.  E.  Somtlly,  for 

1871        the  Appellant : — 

PiKB  We  say,  first,  that  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  is  the  proper  Court 

Dickinson,  for  any  application  of  this  sort :  In  re  England  (1) ;  Stone  v. 
Thomas  (2).  Secondly,  the  composition  deed  is  a  bar  to  any  such 
proceeding,  as  it  amounts  to  a  compromise  between  the  Plaintiff 
and  the  Defendant;  and  the  compromise  cannot  be  impeached 
without  setting  aside  the  deed,  and  then  the  other  creditors  must 
be  parties.  Thirdly,  it  is  the  creditors  who  are  entitled  to  any- 
thing which  may  be  recovered  in  this  suit ;  for  if  it  should  turn  out 
that  the  Defendant  is  a  debtor  instead  of  a  creditor,  then  the  cre- 
ditors executed  the  composition  deed  under  a  misapprehension  as 
to  the  amount  of  the  debtor's  assets.  Any  decf ee  must,  in  fact,  set 
the  deed  aside,  and  then  the  creditors  come  in. 

The  Soluntor-Oenerdl  (Mr.  Jessel),  and  Mr.  BoUnson,  for  the 
Plaintiff,  were  not  called  upon. 

LoBD  Hatherlby,  L.C.  : — 

I  do  not  think  that  I  need  call  upon  the  Bespondent,  though  I 
feel  very  strongly  the  necessity  of  watching  closely  a  case  of  this 
kind,  and  of  not  encouraging  a  debtor  who  has  made  a  composition 
with  his  creditors  to  fight  them  in  detail  afterwards. 

It  is,  of  course,  a  question  of  importance  what  was  the  true 
amount  of  the  assets  as  compared  with  the  debts  when  the  deed 
was  executed.  If  they  differed  by  a  large  amount  from  what  was 
represented,  the  creditors  might  say  they  were  induced  to  execute 
the  deed  upon  a  representation  of  facts  different  from  the  truth. 
All  the  creditors  are  interested  in  this  question,  and  have  a  right 
to  see  that  there  is  no  mala  fides  in  the  transaction.  But  all  this 
only  amounts  to  saying  that  the  case  must  be  closely  watched. 

Here  the  debtor  is  in  no  degree  in  default.  It  is  as  much  the 
Plaintiff's  case  as  the  Defendant's  that  there  was  no  accurate  inves- 
tigation of  the  accounts  between  them.  The  Plaintiff  says  that 
he  did  not  at  first  know  that  the  Defendant  claimed  to  be  a  cre- 
ditor, and  says  that  the  Defendant  was  erroneously  placed  in  the 
schedule  as  a  creditor  on  his  own  statement.     But  there  must 

(1)  Law  Rep.  12  Eq.  207.  (2)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  219. 
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at  the  time  have  been  some  sort  of  accouDt ;  and  when  the  sum  of  L.  a 
£300  was  fixed  upon  as  the  amount  of  the  debt,  the  Plaintiff  must  1S71 
have  assumed  that  the  Defendant  had  given  honest  and  correct  p^ 
information  as  to  the  account.  But  the  moment  that  oyerchar&:es  t^  ^' 
were  proved,  there  was — apart  from  the  diflBculty  as  to  the  compo-  —• 
sition  deed — a  clear  case  for  opening  the  account. 

The  Plaintiff  alleges  that  the  balance  will  turn  out  to  be  the 
other  way,  and  as  some  items  of  overcharge  have  been  shewn,  a 
full  account  must  be  taken  if  the  Plaintiff  can  maintain  the  suit. 
But  two  objections  were  raised  to  the  suit^  First,  that  the  case 
was  properly  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy ; 
and,  secondly,  though  this  was  only  another  form  of  the  same 
objection,  that  if  the  Plaintiff  is  right  then  the  creditors  would 
have  a  right  to  say  that  the  deed  should  be  upset,  as  entered  into 
under  misapprehension ;  for  if  the  amount  of  assets  proved  greater 
than  was  expected,  they,  and  not  the  Plaintiff,  would  have  a  right 
to  them.  And  there  was  also  a  third  objection  suggested,  that  if 
the  Plaintiff  were  compelled,  on  taking  the  accounts,  to  pay  this 
creditor  in  full,  this  would  be  an  unfair  advantage  as  against  the 
other  creditors. 

Ab  to  the  first  objection,  this  Court  would  not  stay  its  hand, 
unless  it  was  satisfied  that  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  had  complete 
jurisdiction.  Mr.  Swanston  pressed  me  with  the  ease  of  Stone  v. 
Thomas  (1),  as  shewing  that  the  application  should,  in  the  first  place, 
be  made  to  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  to  see  if  that  Court  could 
not  do  complete  justice.  But  if  it  is  clear  that  the  Court  of  Bank- 
ruptcy has  not  jurisdiction,  it  is  useless  to  send  the  parties  there. 
Here  it  is  not  a  trustee  who  is  seeking  to  recover,  but  the  debtor 
who  claims  the  whole  of  the  assets,  subject  to  payment  of  the 
composition,  which  has  been  duly  made.  If  it  turns  out  that 
one  creditor  had  brought  in  a  false  claim,  can  the  Court  of  Bank- 
ruptcy do  full  justice  ?  The  utmost  it  could  do  would  be  to  order 
repayment  by  the  Defendant  of  the  amount  paid  to  him ;  and  it 
could  not  order  payment  of  anything  found  due  from  him  on  his 
account.  Nor  does  it  follow  that  any  other  creditor  would  think 
fit  to  take  proceedings  in  the  matter. 

I  do  not  wish  to  curtail  or  interfere  with  the  jurisdiction  of  the 

(1)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  219. 
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L.  o.  Court  of  Bankraptcy ;  bat  it,  being  a  Court  adapted  for  a  special 
1871  purpose,  may  not  have  the  machinery  for  dealing  in  the  best  man- 
PiKB       ner  possible  with  every  case. 

As  to  the  claims  of  the  other  creditors,  I  do  not  see  what  right 
this  wrong-doer  has  to  interpose  the  other  creditors  as  difficulties 
in  the  way  of  haying  justice  done  to  the  Plaintiff. 

If  it  should  turn  out  that,  after  the  costs  of  the  litigation  have 
been  paid,  there  is  any  surplus  coming  to  the  debtor,  and  if  the 
other  creditors  then  feel  disposed  to  take  proceedings,  they  can 
adopt  their  own  course,  though  I  do  not  wish  to  say  anything  to 
encourage  the  attempt. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  Simpson  &  CuUingford. 
Solicitor  for  the  Defendant :  Mr.  Rowland  Miller. 


Nov,  16. 


L.a  PRIDE  v.BUBB. 

^^^  [1870    P.    11.] 

Married  Woman — Power  to  Contract — Betd  Estate — Acknowledged  Deed  noi  in 
Form  a  Diepoaitum  by  Wife — Reversion — 3  <fc  4  WiiL  4,  c.  74,  ».  77. 

By  a  deed  of  separation  made  between  a  husband  and  a  wife  and  trustees, 
and  duly  acknowledged  by  the  wife,  it  was  agreed  that  the  wife  should  hold 
all  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  the  husband  and  wife,  or  either  of  them  in 
right  of  the  wife,  as  her  separate  property,  and  should  have  power,  by  will,  to 
devise  or  bequeath  the  same.  The  husband  then  purported  to  convey  to  a 
trustee  all  such  real  and  personal  estate,  to  be  held  upon  corresponding 
trusts : — 

Edd^  that  though  the  wife  did  not  expressly  convey  real  estate  vested  in 
her,  it  was  the  intention  of  the  deed  that  she  should  have  power  to  dispose 
thereof  as  if  she  was  unmarried,  and  accordingly  that  a  certain  estate  of  which 
a  trustee  was  seised  in  trust  for  her  separate  use  during  her  life,  with  remainder 
to  herself  in  fee,  passed  by  her  will. 

A  married  woman  may  pass  her  separate  real  estate  by  deed  or  will  as  a 
feme  sole. 

Decree  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  affirmed. 

U  NDEB  the  wills  of  Bichard  HiU  and  Sarah  EiU,  who  had,  under 
Biehard  ExW$  will,  powers  of  appointment,  certain  real  estate  in 
Olotusestershire  was  vested  in  trustees  upon  trust  to  pay  the  rents  to 
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Margaret  Weleh,  wife  of  WiUiam  WekJh  for  her  life  to  her  separate       L.  C. 
use ;  and  upon  trust  as  to  the  remainder  or  reversion  for  Margaret       1871 
Wdeh  in  fee,  subject  as  to  part  to  an  estate  tail  in  her  daughter,      Psmm 
who  died  in  1869,  without  issue.    A  deed  of  separation,  dated  the       3^^ 

30th  of  May,  1846,  was  made  between  W.  Wdeh,  of  the  first  part,       

Margaret  Welch,  of  the  second  part,  Henry  Janes,  of  the  third  part, 
and  John  Andrews,  of  the  fourth  part ;  and  thereby,  after  recit- 
ing that  in  consequence  of  unhappy  differences  between  the  said 
WUliam  Welch  and  Margaret,  his  wife,  it  was  lately  agreed  that 
they  should  live  separate  and  apart  from  each  other,  and  that 
certain  lands  should  be  demised  as  therein  mentioned ;  and  also 
that  the  said  Margaret  Welch,  her  heirs,  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns  should  have,  hold,  use,  occupy,  possess,  and  enjoy,  and 
receive  and  retain  all  and  singular  the  real  and  personal  estate, 
property,  and  effects  whatsoever  of,  in,  and  to  which,  or  in  respect 
whereof^  the  said  WiUiam  Welch,  as  the  husband  of  the  said  Margaret 
WeJeh,  or  the  said  William  Wdch  and  Margaret,  his  wife,  or  either 
of  them,  in  her  right,  were,  or  at  any  time  or  times  should  or 
might  be  or  become,  in  any  manner  whatsoever,  seised,  possessed, 
interested,  or  entitled,  and  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof 
respectively  (subject,  nevertheless,  as  to  the  hereditaments  demised 
by  the  said  indenture  of  lease  to  the  term  and  estate  thereby 
created),  and  all  clothes,  wearing  apparel,  ornaments,  household 
furniture,  chattels,  and  moneys  whatsoever,  then  or  thereafter  in  her 
possession,  for  the  sole  and  separate  use  and  benefit  of  the  said 
Margaret  Welch,  her  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,, 
exclusively  and  independently  of  her  said  husband,  and  in  all 
respects  free  from  his  debts,  liabilities,  engagements,  control,  and 
interference.  And  after  other  recitals,  it  was  witnessed  that  William 
Welch  covenanted  that  Margaret  Welch  might  thereafter  live  sepa- 
rate and  apart  from  him  as  therein  mentioned;  and  also  that 
(subject,  nevertheless,  as  to  the  hereditaments  thereinafter  charged 
with  the  payment  of  an  annuity  of  £40,  to  the  charge  and  power  of 
distress  thereinafter  in  that  behalf  contained,  and  as  to  the  heredita- 
ments demised  by  the  said  indenture  of  lease,  to  the  term  and 
estate  thereby  created),  he,  the  said  WiUiam  Wdch,  his  heirs, 
executors,  and  administrators  would  permit  the  said  Margaret 
Wdeh,  her  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns  to  have. 


BUBB. 
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L.  0.  hold,  occnpy,  use,  posses?,  and  enjoy,  to  and  for  her  and  their  own 
1871  separate  use,  and  as  her  and  their  own  separate  property,  and 
Pbidb  without  being  subject  to  the  control,  debts,  interference,  disposi* 
tions,  or  engagements  of  the  said  William  Wdeh,  his  heirs,  executors, 
or  administrators ;  and  either  by  any  deed  or  deeds,  or  by  her  last 
will  and  testament  in  writing,  or  any  writings  in  the  nature  of  a 
will,  or  any  codicil  thereto  to  sell,  give,  devise,  bequeath,  or  in  any 
manner  whatsoerer  dispose  of  all  and  singular  the  real  and  personal 
estate,  property,  and  effects  whatsoever  of,  in,  or  to  which  or  in 
respect  whereof  the  said  William  Weleh^  as  the  husband  of  the  said 
Margaret  Wdch,  or  the  said  William  Wdeh  and  Margaret^  his  wife, 
or  either  of  them  in  her  right,  was  or  were,  or  at  any  time  or 
times  should  or  might  be  or  become,  in  any  manner  whatsoever, 
seised,  possessed,  interested,  or  entitled  ;  and  also  permit  and 
suffer  the  said  Margaret  Welch^  her  heirs,  executors,  administrar 
tors  and  assigns,  to  receive  and  retain,  to  and  for  her  and  their 
own  separate  use,  and  as  her  and  their  own  separate  property,  or 
expend  without  being  subject  to  the  control,  debts,  interference, 
dispositions,  or  engagements  of  the  said  William  Wdch^  his  heirs, 
executors,  or  administrators,  all  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  all 
and  singular  such  real  estate,  property,  and  effects  whatsoever,  as 
aforesaid.  And  it  was  further  witnessed  that  the  said  William  Wdeh 
and  Margaret  Wddi  did,  and  each  of  them  did,  thereby  charge  all 
the  hereditaments  whatsoever  which  were  respectively  devised  and 
appointed  by  the  will  of  the  said  Sarah  HiR  (except  the  said 
lands  demised  as  aforesaid)  with  the  payment  to  the  said  John 
Andrews  and  Edward  Bloxsome^  their  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  during  the  life  of  the  said  William  Wdeh,  and  in 
trust  for  him,  the  said  William  Wdchj  of  an  annuity  or  clear 
yearly  sum  of  £40  by  equal  half-yearly  payments ;  and  provisions 
were  made  for  securing  the  due  payment  of  the  annuity.  And 
it  was  further  witnessed  that  he,  the  said  William  Weleh,  did  grant, 
bargain,  sell,  release,  assign,  transfer,  set  over,  and  confirm  unto 
the  said  Henry  Jones,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  all  and  singular  the  real  and  personal  estate,  property, 
and  effects  whatsoever,  of,  in,  or  to  which,  or  in  respect  whereof 
the  said  William  Wdeh,  as  the  husband  of  the  said  Margaret 
Wdehj  or  the  said  William    Wdeh  and  Margaret,  his  wife,  or 
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either  of  them  in  her  right    were   or  was  or  at  any  time  or       LG. 
times  should  or  might  be  or  become  in  any  manner  whatsoever       i87l 
seised,  possessed,  interested,  or  entitled  (except  the  said  heredita-       trwk 
ments  demised  as  aforesaid,  and  except  such  part  of  the  said       b^b. 

personal  estate  as  had  come  to  the  actual  possession  of  the  said        

WSKam  Wdch)^  and  also  all  the  rents,  issnes,  and  profits  of  all 
and  singular  snch  real  and  personal  estate,  property,  and  effects 
whatsoever,  as  aforesaid,  except  as  aforesaid,  and  also  all  and 
singular  the  personal  estate  of  the  said  Margaret  Wdeh,  To  have 
and  to  hold  the  premises  unto  and  to  the  use  of  the  said  Henry 
Jones,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  assigns,  according  to  the  nature 
thereof  respectively  (subject  nevertheless  as  to  the  hereditaments 
thereinbefore  charged  with  the  payment  of  the  said  annuity  of  £40 
to  the  same,  and  subject  as  to  all  the  property  to  a  provision  there- 
inafter contained  for  the  indemm'ty  of  the  said  Henry  Janes,  his  heirs, 
executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  against  the  debts  of  Margaret 
Welch),  in  trust  to  permit  and  suffer  the  said  Margaret  Welch,  her 
heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  to  have,  hold,  re- 
ceive, retain,  use,  enjoy,  sell,  give,  devise,  bequeath,  dispose  of,  and 
expend  the  same  to  and  for  her  and  their  own  sole  and  separate 
use  and  benefit,  exclusively  and  independently  of  the  said  William 
Wdeh,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  and  altogether  free 
from  his  or  their  control,  disposition,  debts,  interference,  or  engage- 
ments, as  if  she  were  unmarried  and  entitled  to  the  same  abso- 
lutely. The  deed  contained  many  other  provisions,  but  nowhere 
contained  an  express  conveyance  of  real  estate  by  Margaret  Welch. 

This  deed  was  executed  by  all  the  parties,  and  was  duly  acknow- 
ledged by  Margaret  Welch  before  Commissioners. 

Margaret  Wdch  and  her  husband  continued  to  live  apart  until 
her  death  in  1857.  By  her  will,  purporting  to  be  made  in  execu- 
tion of  the  powers  given  to  her  by  the  deed  of  separation,  she 
devised  all  her  estate,  real  and  personal,  to  Henry  Jones,  subject 
to  the  payment  of  some  legacies. 

WiBiam  Welch  had  died  in  1853. 

Henry  Jones,  on  the  death  of  Margaret  Welch,  entered  into  pos- 
session of  the  real  estate, which  had  passed  under  the  wills  of 
Richard  HiU  and  Sarah  HUl,  and  he  having  died  his  devisees 
continued  in  possession. 
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L.  0.  The  Plaintiffs  were  the  co-heirs  of  Margaret  Welch,  and  also  of 

1871  Richard  HiU,  and  in  March,  1869^  filed  the  bill  in  this  suit  against 
PciDB  the  devisees  of  Henry  Jones,  and  against  the  heirs  or  devisees  of 
BuBB.       *^®  trustees  of  Richard  HUTs  will  and  Sarah  HilTs  will,  praying 

that  the  trusts  of  the  wills  of  Richard  HiU  and  Sarah  HiU  might 

be  carried  into  execution,  and  that  the  trustees  of  the  wills  of 
Richard  Eill  and  Sarah  HiU  might  be  declared  trustees  for  the 
Plaintiffs,  with  consequent  relief. 

Lord  RomiUy,  M.B.,  was  of  opinion  that  the  intention  of  the 
parties  was  clear,  and  that  the  deed  of  separation  gave  to  Mrs. 
Welch  full  power  of  disposing  by  will  of  the  equitable  reversion 
in  fee  simple  expectant  on  the  life  estate  which  was  given  to  her 
for  her  separate  use ;  and  his  Lordship  dismissed  the  bill  with 
costs. 
The  Plaintiffs  appealed. 

The  Sciicitor-General  (Mr.  Jessd),  Sir  Rounddl  Paimer,  Q.C., 
and  Mr.  ff .  W.  Collins,  for  the  Appellants : — 

If  the  husband  alone  had  power  to  alter  the  descent  of  the  real 
estate,  no  doubt  he  has  done  so ;  but  he  had  not  power  alone,  and 
she,  either  by  mistake  or  purposely,  has  not  conveyed  the  estate  as 
required  by  3  &  4  WiU.  4,  c.  74,  s.  77.  Orqfis  v.  MiddUUm  (1) 
has  no  bearing  on  the  question.  Whatever  could  have  been  done 
by  fine  and  recovery  can  be  done  by  a  deed  acknowledged  and 
inroUed,  but  that  is  all ;  and  a  fine  and  recovery  to  the  uses  of  this 
deed  would  not  have  given  this  married  woman  power  of  disposition 
by  will :  Billon  v.  C^race  (2).  Moreover  this  deed  does  not  include 
separate  estate :  Ramsden  v.  Smith  (3).  As  far  as  the  married 
woman  is  concerned,  the  deed  amounts  to  a  contract  only.  Before 
the  Act,  a  married  woman  could  not  contract  as  to  her  real  estate, 
nor  can  she  now,  for  she  only  takes  power  under  the  77th  section 
of  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  74,  which  says  nothing  about  a  contract.  The 
words  "  dispose  of"  cannot  mean  "  contract."  If  a  married  woman 
was  to  be  enabled  to  contract,  why  were  copyholds  excluded  ?  As 
to  the  recitals,  they  are  only  of  a  past  agreement,  and,  moreover, 
must  be  controlled  by  what  follows. 

(1)  2  K.  &  J.  194 ;  8  D.  M.  &  G.  192 ;  2  Jur.  (N.  S.)  528. 
(2)  2  Sch.  &  Lef.  456.  (3)  2  Drew.  298. 
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Mr.  SovthgaU.  Q-C,  for  a  Defendant^  took  no  part  in  the  argu-       L.O. 
ment.  I87i 


dantSy  were  not  called  upon. 

Lord  Hatherley,  L.C. : — 

It  cannot,  I  apprehend,  be  now  disputed  that  when  a  woman  is 
the  owner  of  real  estate  to  her  separate  use,  she  is  to  all  intents  and 
purposes  in  the  position  of  a  feme  sole,  so  as  to  be  able  to  dispose 
of  that  estate  by  will  or  deed. 

I  think  there  were  doubts  existing  in  some  part  of  the  profession 
as  to  how  far  the  doctrine  with  reference  to  the  separate  property 
of  a  married  woman  could  be  held  to  extend  to  a  case  where  the  heir 
was  to  be  affected  by  any  instrument,  unless  it  was  by  some  duly 
acknowledged  conyeyance  in  which  the  husband  and  wife  had  con- 
curred,  and  how  tax  the  provisions,  which  were  made  simply  for 
securing  the  wife  against  the  interference  of  the  husband,  were  or 
were  not  to  be  considered  as  provisions  giving  her  power  to  dispose  of 
the  property  as  against  her  heir.  These  doubts  have,  however,  been 
put  an  end  to  by  decision. 

Now  the  object  of  this  deed  is  clearly  to  place  this  lady,  with 
reference  to  all  her  real  property  whatsoever  and  whensoever  ac- 
quired, in  exactly  the  same  position  as  if  she  had  no  husband 
at  all ;  in  other  words,  to  give  her  the  whole  of  the  property  to 
her  separate  use.  If  that  had  been  so  limited  by  a  deed  made  an- 
terior to  her  marriage,  nobody  disputes  that  the  case  would  come 
precisely  within  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  Lord  Westhury  (1),  that 
she  would  hold  as  a  feme  sole  and  be  able  to  make  a  will,  the 
husband  being  placed  out  of  the  way.  And  I  apprehend  that  by 
a  deed  duly  executed,  in  which  her  husband  concurred,  the  whole 
of  her  property  might  be  placed  in  that  position  without  any  actual 
conveyance  or  assignment^  and  simply  by  the  agreement  of  the 
husband,  who  is  the  only  person  concerned  in  the  matter. 

In  this  deed  it  is  recited  that  for  valuable  consideration  the  hus- 
band had  agreed  with  his  wife  to  abandon  all  authority  over  her 
property,  and  to  give  her  full  power  of  disposition  over  it  as  if  she  were 

(1)  Taylor  y.  Meads,  84  L.  J.  (Ch.)  203. 


Sir  JB.  BaggaUayy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  C7.  Rail,  for  the  principal  Defen-         «. 


BOBB. 
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L.  G.  sole.  Then  he  covenantSyand  she  makes  a  declaration  to  the  same 
1871  effect ;  and  as  both  present  and  future  property  was  to  be  included,  it 
Pride  ^  impossible  to  hold  that  this  reversion  expectant  on  her  life  estate 
BiSb.       ^  ^^*  ^  ^  considered  as  within  the  meaning  of  the  deed.     I  am 

quite  satisfied  that  the  observations  in  Crofts  v.  Middleion  (1),  with 

reference  to  the  statute  which  enables  the  husband  and  wife  to 
deal  with  her  estate  as  they  think  fit,  were  intended  to  dis- 
place the  notions  which  I  had  expressed  as  to  the  effect  of  a  mere 
contract 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  lady  has,  by  purchase,  acquired  to  her- 
self this  right;  and  that  the  right  having  been  once  acquired,  the 
husband  is  put  out  of  the  question  altogether.  And  as  regards 
any  doubt  as  to  the  position  of  her  future  property,  that  doubt  is 
solved  when  once  it  is  determined  that  any  woman  holding  an 
estate  by  gift  to  her  separate  use,  although  otherwise  not  able  to 
bar  the  right  of  her  heir,  is  put  in  a  position  in  which  she  can  deal 
with  it  unfettered  by  a  marriage  contract,  and  as  any  other  person 
could  deal  with  it 

I  think  the  decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  must  be  upheld  as 
being  right  in  principle,  and  that  the  appeal  must  be  dismissed 
with  costs. 

Solicitor  for  the  Plaintiff :  Mr.  Oabrid. 

Solicitors  for  the  Defendants :  Messrs.  White  &  Sons. 

(1)  8  D.  M.  &  G.  192,  212. 
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GLEGG  V.  KEES.  L.  c. 

[1871    G.    97.]  1871 

Demurrer — Execuiion  (^  Deed—Creditors^  Deed — Voluntary  Deed — Right  of  Dec,  6, 

Trustee  to  Sue, 

A  bill  stated  that,  by  an  indenture  made  between  ^.,  of  the  first  part,  P., 
of  the  second  part,  and  the  several  other  persons  whose  names  and  seals 
were,  or  were  intended  to  be,  thereunto  subscribed  as  creditors  of  A.,  of  the 
third  part.  A,  assigned  all  his  personal  estate  to  £»  upon  trusts  for  the 
creditors  of  A, : — 

Heldy  on  demurrer  (affirming  the  decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls),  that 
this  was  not  an  averment  of  the  execution  of  the  deed  by  any  of  the 
creditors: 

Heldj  that  the  deed  nevertheless  would  operate  as  an  assignment  of  the 
personal  estate,  so  as  to  enable  B,  to  maintain  a  suit  against  a  trustee  to  whom 
certain  personal  estate  had  been  assigned  in  trust  for  A.;  and  that  the 
creditors  need  not  be  parties  to  the  suit. 

Decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  reversed. 

Garrard  v.  Lord  Lauderdale  (1)  discussed. 

J.  HE  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  by  J.  QUgg  against  W.  H.  Bees,  and 
alleged  that  in  1859  a  certain  messuage  oX  Brixton  was  assigned  to 
the  Defendant  as  a  trustee  for  W.  Boupell;  and  the  bill  stated  that 
"  the  said  W.  Roupell  has  been  convicted  of  felony ;  but  previously 
to  such  convictioQ,  and  by  an  indenture  dated  the  19th  day  of  Sep- 
tomber,  1862,  and  made  between  the  said  William  BoupeH,  of  the 
first  party  the  Flaintifi,  of  the  second  part,  and  the  several  other 
persons  whose  names  and  seals  were,  or  were  intended  to  be,  there- 
unto subscribed  and  set  (being  respectively  creditors  of  the  said 
WiUiam  BoupeU),  of  the  third  part,  the  said  William  Boupdl 
assigned  all  his  personal  estate  and  effects  to  the  Plaintiff,  upon 
the  trusts  therein  mentioned  in  favour  of  the  creditors  of  the  said 
William  Boupell.  The  said  indenture  was  duly  executed  by  the 
said  William  BoupeU  and  the  Plaintiff,  and  registered  under  the 
194th  section  of  the  Bankrupiey  Act,  1861 ;  and  the  Plaintiff 
charges  that  the  equitable  estate  of  the  said  William  Boupdl  in 
the  said  leasehold  messuage  and  premises  at  Brixton  HiU  afore- 

(1)  2  Russ.  &  My.  461. 
Vou  VII.  B  1 
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said  became,  upon  the  execution  of  the  said  indenture,  and  now 
is,  vested  in  the  Plaintiff  upon  the  trusts  of  the  said  indenture." 

And  the  bill  prayed  a  declaration  that  the  Defendant  was  a 
trustee  of  the  messuage  in  question  for  the  Plaintiff,  and  might 
be  ordered  to  assign  it  to  him. 

To  this  bill  the  Defendant  demurred  for  want  of  equity,  and 
for  want  of  parties ;  and  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  allowed  the 
demurrer  (1). 

The  Plaintiff  appealed. 


The  SolieUor-Oeneral  (Mr.  Jessel),  and  Mr.  C.  Walker,  for  the 
Appellant : — 

We  contend  that  the  allegations  in  the  bill  as  to  the  execution 
of  the  deed  by  the  creditors  are  sufficient.  If  a  deed  is  averred  to 
be  made,  that  involves  execution :  CaheU  v.  Vau^han  (2).  The 
signature  of  the  creditors  will  be  presumed :  Bist  v.  Hohson  (3). 
As  the  deed  is  registered,  it  cannot  be  revoked  as  voluntary :  Smith 


(1)  July  4. 

LoBD  RoMiLLT,  M.K.,  Said  be  was  of 
opinion  that  there  was  no  sufficient 
averment  that  any  creditor  had  exe- 
•cuted  this  deed.  No  doubt,  in  general, 
the  averment  that  an  indenture  was 
made  between  A.^  B.,  and  C.  is  a  suffi- 
•cient  averment  that  they  all  executed 
the  indenture ;  but  an  averment  that  a 
-deed  is  made  between  A.  and  B,  and  C. 
whose  name  was  intended  to  be  sub- 
scribed, is  no  averment  of  an  execution 
by  C,  as  to  which  the  averment  was 
•ambiguous ;  and  that  was  the  case  here. 
If,  however,  it  should  appear  that  the 
•deed  was  really  executed  by  the  credi- 
tors, leave  to  amend  would  be  given. 

But  there  was  the  further  question 
for  whom  the  Plaintiff  was  trustee. 
Putting  the  Crown  out  of  the  ques- 
tion, the  Plaintifif  was  trustee  for  either 
BoupeU  or  the  creditors.  If  Oarrard 
v.  Lord  Lauderdale  (2  Buss.  &  My. 
451),  was  correct,  the  Plaintiff  was 
trustee  for  BoupeU  only,  and  not  for 


the  creditors,  in  which  case  it  was  a 
question  whether  he  would  be  entitled 
to  sue  the  Defendant,  who  was  a  trustee 
for  either  Boupell  or  the  Crown. 

As  to  whether  the  deed  was  valid  as 
registered  under  the  Bankruptcy  Act, 
his  Lordship  reserved  his  judgment. 


July  12. 

His  Lordship  expressed  his  opinion 
that  the  case  did  not  turn  upon  the 
question  whether  deeds  registered  under 
sect.  194  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861, 
could  be  enforced  under  the  197th  sec- 
tion, which  would  be  difficult  to  decide ; 
for  his  Lordship  thought  that  the  lapse 
of  time  since  the  deed  was  executed 
was  a  complete  bar  to  its  being  treated 
as  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  left  it  a 
voluntary  deed,  subject  to  all  the  rules 
of  a  Court  of  Equity.  His  Lordship 
allowed  the  demurrer,  and  refused  leave 
to  amend. 

(2)  1  Wms.  Saund.  291. 

(3)  1  S.  &  S.  543. 
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v.  Hurd  (1).    At  all  eventSy  the  Plaintiff  has  sufficient  interest  L.  c. 

to  enable  him  to  maintain  this  suit,  and  to  recover  the  property  1S71 

assigned  to  him.  Glbqg 


Mr.  FookSf  Q-C,  and  Mr.  BolmeSy  in  support  of  the  demurrer, 
denied  that  there  was  any  allegation  of  the  execution  by  the 
creditors ;  in  fact,  the  inference  was  the  other  way,  because  it  was 
alleged  that  Boupdl  and  the  Plaintiff  had  executed  it  The  deed 
was^  therefore,  voluntary  and  revocable :  Garrard  v.  Lard  Lauder- 
dale (2) ;  Wallwyn  v.  CowUa  (3) ;  EUison  v.  EUieon  (4).  The  deed 
being,  therefore,  revocable,  the  Plaintiff  could  not  sue  without 
making  his  cestuia  que  trust  parties. 


Dec.  6.    Lord  Hatheblet,  L.C. : — 

The  question  raised  on  this  demurrer  depends  upon  a  very  short 
point. 

The  bill  alleges  that  the  Defendant  is  in  possession  of  certain 
property,  which  he  holds  or  did  hold  as  trustee  for  WiHtam  BoupeUy 
who  was  convicted  of  felony ;  that  Bxmpdly  before  this  conviction, 
executed  a  deed,  by  which  he  conveyed  all  his  personal  estate  to 
the  Plaintiff,  in  trust  for  the  creditors  of  Boupell;  that  the  deed 
was  executed  by  Boupell  and  the  Plaintiff,  and  was  registered. 
There  is  also  an  averment  that  the  equitable  estate  of  Boupell 
•became,  upon  the  execution  of  the  deed,  and  now  is,  vested  in  the 
Plaintiff.  Upon  these  averments  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  came  to 
the  conclusion,  in  which  I  agree,  that  there  is  no  reason  to  presume 
the  execution  of  the  deed  by  any  creditors  as  parties  of  the  third 
part,  although  the  bill  does  allege  that  the  deed  was  registered 
under  iJie  Bankruptcy  Act,  and  that  the  property  of  Boupell  became 
vested  in  the  Plaintiff  as  trustee.  The  allegation  as  to  vesting 
would  have  no  special  effect  beyond  the  statement  of  the  terms  of 
the  deed,  and  would  merely  contradict  any  subsequent  revocation 
of  the  deed,  or  that  the  deed  had  been  set  aside  by  any  proceedings 
in  bankruptcy  or  otherwise. 

(1)  10  Hare,  30,  47.  (4)  6  Ves,  656 ;  1  Wh.  &  T.  L.  C. 

(2)  3  Sim.  1 ;  2  Russ.  &  My.  451.         3rd  Ed.  223. 

(3)  3  Mer.  707.- 

112  "  1 
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L.  c.  The  whole  effect  of  the  deed  as  stated  is  such  that  I  must  assume- 

1871        that  the  personal  estate  of  Roupell  passed  to  the  Plaintiff  in  trust, 

Q^^      for  the  creditors.    The  case  of  Garrard  v.  Lord  Lauderdale  (l} 

^^*         has  no  application  to  this  case.    There  the  declaration  of  trust  was 

held  to  be  simply  for  the  benefit  of  the  assignor ;  and  those  who 

sought  to  take  any  benefit  from  the  deed  as  a  deed  of  trust  for 
them  were  unable  to  do  so.  It  seemed  a  deed  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors ;  yet  when  looked  at  it  was  no  such  thing,  but  merely 
an  arrangement  for  the  convenience  of  the  assignor  and  assignee, 
the  assignee  undertaking  the  agency  of  the  affairs  of  the  assignor. 
The  authority  of  Oarrard  v.  Lord  Lauderdale  has  been  ques- 
tioned by  Lord  ^8^^.  Leonards  in  Simmonds  v.  PaUes  (2),  upon  the 
facts.  But  upon  principle  there  can  be  no  doubt  that,  if  the  trans- 
action is  simply  between  the  assignor  and  the  assignee,  no  creditor 
can  take  advantage  of  the  deed  unless  it  has  been  communicated 
to  him. 

I  will  assume,  however,  that  the  deed  is  strictly  within  the  prin- 
ciple of  Oarrard  v.  Lord  Lauderdale^  but  still  it  is  an  assignment 
and  vested  the  estate  in  the  Plaintiff  as  assignee  for  the  purpose 
which  the  assignor  had  in  view.  That  being  so,  there  is  no  possible 
reason  why  the  Plaintiff  should  not  sue  any  person  who  holds  any 
part  of  the  property  which  has  been  assigned.  The  cases  relating 
to  voluntary  settlements  do  not  apply  here.  The  principles  were 
discussed  in  Shane  v.  Cadogan  (3),  and  it  was  clearly  laid  down^ 
in  KeJcewich  v.  Manning  (4)  and  other  cases,  that  a  contract  for  a 
voluntary  settlement  cannot  be  enforced  against  the  settlor.  But 
if  a  voluntary  settlor,  for  purposes  of  his  own,  wishes  to  part  with 
his  property,  he  can  do  so,  and  his  purpose  can  be  carried  into 
effect  by  the  assignee  taking  proceedings  against  any  person  in 
possession  of  the  property.  Why  should  not  the  assignee,  as 
against  third  parties,  perform  the  simple  duties  intrusted  to  him 
by  the  deed  ?  As  regards  third  parties,  he  may  proceed  against 
them,  though  not  against  the  assignor,  who  may  have  changed  his- 
mind,  and  be  able  to  avoid  the  arrangement. 
This  deed  has  vested  in  the  Plaintiff  such  an  interest  as  entitles 

(1)  3  Sim.  1 ;  2  Russ.  &  My.  451.  (3)  Sug.  V.  &  P.  11th  Ed.  App. 

(2)  2  J.  &  Lat.  489,  496.  No.  24. 

(4)  1  D.  M.  &  G.  176. 
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•him  to  call  upon  the  Defendant  for  an  answer.    The  Plaintiff  does       L.  0. 
not  sue  as  a  creditor,  and  does  not  say  that  there  were  any  debts ;        1871 
but  even  without  debts,  there  would  be  a  resulting  trust  for  Boupell      Glbqg 
or  the  Crown,  and  the  Plaintiff  has  a  right  to  recover  the  property       ^^^^ 
from  wrong-doers*  

There  was  also  a  demurrer  for  want  of  parties ;  but  I  think  that 
the  statute  which  enables  trustees  to  sue  third  persons,  without 
making  their  cestuis  que  trust  parties,  applies  to  that  objection, 
If  the  case  ever  comes  to  a  hearing,  the  Court  will,  no  doubt,  take 
•care  that  those  who  are  interested  in  BoupelTs  estate  shall  have 
sufficient  notice.  The  bill  does  not  seek  administration  of  the 
estate,  but  merely  to  get  in  the  property  for  the  benefit  of  the 
•cestuis  que  trust,  whoever  they  may  be. 

The  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  must  be  reversed,  and  the 
•demurrer  overruled,  with  costs.     No  costs  of  the  appeal. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  Woodrooffe  <&  Plaskitt. 
Solicitor  for  the  Defendant :  Mr.  H.  Earle. 


HUNTER  V.  WALTERS.  l.  c. 

and  L.  J  J. 

[1865    H.    318.]  jg^j 

CURLING  V.  WALTERS.  yov.  IM6.22. 

[1866    C.    23.]  "~ 

DARNELL  v.  HUNTER. 

[1866    D.     157] 

Mortgagees — Priority — Execution  of  Deed — Signing  Receipt — Fraud — Notice-^ 

Defects  in  Plans — Attestation. 

The  solicitor  of  two  mortgagees  put  up  for  sale  by  auction,  without  any 
authority,  the  mortgaged  estate.  He  professed  to  have  bought  the  estate,  and 
prepared  a  conveyance  which  purported  to  be  made  by  the  second  mortgagee 
under  his  power  of  sale.  The  mortgagees  both  executed  the  conveyance,  and 
also  «gned  indorsed  receipts  for  money  as  paid  to  them,  though  no  money  was 
in  fact  paid  to  them.  The  solicitor  took  possession  of  the  estate  and  con- 
tinued to  pay  the  interest  to  the  mortgagees,  and  afterwards  made  an  equitable 
mortgage  of  the  estate,  representing  it  to  be  his  own  and  unincumbered.  As 
^o  the  first  mortgagee,  there  was  evidence  that  he  was  deceived  by  the  solicitor  ; 
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L.  G.  The  whole  effect  of  the  deed  as  stated  is  such  that  I  must  assume 

1871        that  the  personal  estate  of  RoupeU  passed  to  the  Plaintiff  in  trust, 

^^      for  the  creditors.    The  case  of  Garrard  v.  Lord  Lauderdale  (1)- 

J^         has  no  application  to  this  case.    There  the  declaration  of  trust  was 

held  to  be  simply  for  the  benefit  of  the  assignor ;  and  those  who 

sought  to  take  any  benefit  from  the  deed  as  a  deed  of  trust  for 
them  were  unable  to  do  so.  It  seemed  a  deed  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors ;  yet  when  looked  at  it  was  no  such  thing,  but  merely 
an  arrangement  for  the  convenience  of  the  assignor  and  assignee, 
the  assignee  undertaking  the  agency  of  the  affairs  of  the  assignor. 
The  authority  of  Garrard  v.  Lord  Lauderdale  has  been  ques- 
tioned by  Lord  8t,  Leonards  in  Simmonds  v.  PaUes  (2),  upon  the 
facts.  But  upon  principle  there  can  be  no  doubt  that,  if  the  trans- 
action is  simply  between  the  assignor  and  the  assignee,  no  creditor 
can  take  advantage  of  the  deed  unless  it  has  been  communicated 
to  him. 

I  will  assume,  however,  that  the  deed  is  strictly  within  the  prin- 
ciple of  Garrard  v.  Lord  Lauderdale^  but  still  it  is  an  assignment 
and  vested  the  estate  in  the  Plaintiff  as  assignee  for  the  purpose 
which  the  assignor  had  in  view.  That  being  so,  there  is  no  possible 
reason  why  the  Plaintiff  should  not  sue  any  person  who  holds  any 
part  of  the  property  which  has  been  assigned.  The  cases  relating 
to  voluntary  settlements  do  not  apply  here.  The  principles  were 
discussed  in  Sloans  v.  Cadogan  (3),  and  it  was  clearly  laid  down^^ 
in  Kekewich  v.  Manning  (4)  and  other  cases,  that  a  contract  for  a 
voluntary  settlement  cannot  be  enforced  against  the  settlor.  But 
if  a  voluntary  settlor,  for  purposes  of  his  own,  wishes  to  part  with 
his  property,  he  can  do  so,  and  his  purpose  can  be  carried  into 
effect  by  the  assignee  taking  proceedings  against  any  person  in 
possession  of  the  property.  Why  should  not  the  assignee,  as 
against  third  parties,  perform  the  simple  duties  intrusted  to  him 
by  the  deed  ?  As  regards  third  parties,  he  may  proceed  against 
them,  though  not  against  the  assignor,  who  may  have  changed  his- 
mind,  and  be  able  to  avoid  the  arrangement. 
This  deed  has  vested  in  the  Plaintiff  such  an  interest  as  entitles 

(1)  3  Sim.  1 ;  2  Rtws.  &  My.  451.  (8)  Sug.  V.  &  P.  11th  Ed.  App. 

(2)  2  J.  &  Lat.  489,  495.  No.  24. 

(4)  1  D.  M.  &  G.  176. 
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'him  to  call  upon  the  Defendant  for  an  answer.    The  Plaintiff  does       L.  0. 
not  sue  as  a  creditor,  and  does  not  say  that  there  were  any  debts  ;        1871 
but  even  without  debts,  there  would  be  a  resulting  trust  for  Boupell      Gleqq 
or  the  Crown,  and  the  Plaintiff  has  a  right  to  recover  the  property       ^^J^ 
from  wrong-doers*  

There  was  also  a  demurrer  for  want  of  parties  ;  but  I  think  that 
the  statute  which  enables  trustees  to  sue  third  persons,  without 
making  their  cestuis  que  trust  parties,  applies  to  that  objection, 
If  the  case  ever  comes  to  a  hearing,  the  Court  will,  no  doubt,  take 
•care  that  those  who  are  interested  in  BoupeWs  estate  shall  have 
sufficient  notice.  The  bill  does  not  seek  administration  of  the 
estate,  but  merely  to  get  in  the  property  for  the  benefit  of  the 
cestuis  que  trusty  whoever  they  may  be. 

The  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  must  be  reversed,  and  the 
•demurrer  overruled,  with  costs.     No  costs  of  the  appeal. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  Woodrooffe  <&  PlaskUt, 
Solicitor  for  the  Defendant :  Mr.  H.  Earle. 


HUNTER  V.  WALTERS.  L.  o. 

and  L.  JJ. 

[1865    H.    318.]  jg^j 

CURLING  V.  WALTERS.  xov. IM6.22. 

[1866    C.    23.]  "~ 

DARNELL  v.  HUNTER. 

[1866    D.     157] 

Mortgagees — Priority — Execution  of  Deed — Signing  Receipt — Fraud — Notice — 

Defects  in  Flans — Attestation. 

The  solicitor  of  two  mortgagees  put  up  for  sale  by  auction,  without  any 
authority,  the  mortgaged  estate.  He  professed  to  have  bought  the  estate,  and 
prepared  a  conveyance  which  purported  to  be  made  by  the  second  mortgagee 
under  his  power  of  sale.  The  mortgagees  both  executed  the  conveyance,  and 
also  signed  indorsed  receipts  for  money  as  paid  to  them,  though  no  money  was 
in  fact  pcud  to  them.  The  solicitor  took  possession  of  the  estate  and  con- 
tinued to  pay  the  interest  to  the  mortgagees,  and  afterwards  made  an  equitable 
mortgage  of  the  estate,  representing  it  to  be  his  own  and  unincumbered.  As 
-io  the  first  mortgagee,  there  was  evidence  that  he  was  deceived  by  the  solicitor  ; 


74  CHANCEBY  APPEALS.  [L.  B. 

L.  c.  The  whole  effect  of  the  deed  as  stated  is  such  that  I  must  assume 

1871        that  the  personal  estate  of  BoupeU  passed  to  the  Plaintiff  in  trust,. 

Q^^      for  the  creditora.    The  case  of  Garrard  v.  Lord  Lauderdale  (1} 

^*  has  no  application  to  this  case.    There  the  declaration  of  trust  was 

held  to  be  simply  for  the  benefit  of  the  assignor ;  and  those  who 

sought  to  take  any  benefit  from  the  deed  as  a  deed  of  trust  for 
them  were  unable  to  do  so.  It  seemed  a  deed  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors ;  yet  when  looked  at  it  was  no  such  thing,  but  merely 
an  arrangement  for  the  convenience  of  the  assignor  and  assignee, 
the  assignee  undertaking  the  agency  of  the  affairs  of  the  assignor. 
The  authority  of  Garrard  v.  Lord  Lauderdale  has  been  ques- 
tioned by  Lord  St.  Leonards  in  Simmonds  y.  PaUes  (2),  upon  the 
facts.  But  upon  principle  there  can  be  no  doubt  that,  if  tiie  trans- 
action is  simply  between  the  assignor  and  the  assignee,  no  creditor 
can  take  advantage  of  the  deed  unless  it  has  been  communicated 
to  him. 

I  will  assume,  however,  that  the  deed  is  strictly  within  the  prin- 
ciple of  Garrard  v.  Lord  Lauderdale^  but  still  it  is  an  assignment 
and  vested  the  estate  in  the  Plaintiff  as  assignee  for  the  purpose 
which  the  assignor  had  in  view.  That  being  so,  there  is  no  possible 
reason  why  the  Plaintiff  should  not  sue  any  person  who  holds  any 
part  of  the  property  which  has  been  assigned.  The  cases  relating 
to  voluntary  settlements  do  not  apply  here.  The  principles  were 
discussed  in  Sloane  v.  Cadogan  (3),  and  it  was  clearly  laid  down^ 
in  KeJcemch  v.  Manning  (4)  and  other  cases,  that  a  contract  for  a 
voluntary  settlement  cannot  be  enforced  against  the  settlor.  But 
if  a  voluntary  settlor,  for  purposes  of  his  own,  wishes  to  part  with 
his  property,  he  can  do  so,  and  his  purpose  can  be  carried  into 
effect  by  the  assignee  taking  proceedings  against  any  person  in 
possession  of  the  property.  Why  should  not  the  assignee,  as 
against  third  parties,  perform  the  simple  duties  intrusted  to  him 
by  the  deed  ?  As  regards  third  parties,  he  may  proceed  against 
them,  though  not  against  the  assignor,  who  may  have  changed  his- 
mind,  and  be  able  to  avoid  the  arrangement. 
This  deed  has  vested  in  the  Plaintiff  such  an  interest  as  entitles 

(1)  3  Sim.  1 ;  2  Rtws.  &  My.  451.  (3)  Sug.  V.  &  P.  11th  Ed.  App. 

(2)  2  J.  &  Lat.  489, 495.  No.  24. 

(4)  1  D.  M.  &  G.  176. 
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iim  to  call  upon  the  Defendant  for  an  answer.    The  Plaintiff  does       L.  0. 
not  sue  as  a  creditor^  and  does  not  say  that  there  were  any  debts ;        1871 
but  even  without  debts,  there  would  be  a  resulting  trust  for  Boupell      Gleqg 
or  the  Crown,  and  the  Plaintiff  has  a  right  to  recover  the  property       ^^^ 
from  wrong-doers.  ' 

There  was  also  a  demurrer  for  want  of  parties ;  but  I  think  that 
the  statute  which  enables  trustees  to  sue  third  persons,  without 
making  their  cestuis  que  trust  parties,  applies  to  that  objection. 
If  the  case  ever  comes  to  a  hearing,  the  Court  will,  no  doubt,  take 
•care  that  those  who  are  interested  in  BoupeWs  estate  shall  have 
sufficient  notice.  The  bill  does  not  seek  administration  of  the 
estate,  but  merely  to  get  in  the  property  for  the  benefit  of  the 
cestuis  que  trust,  whoever  they  may  be. 

The  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  must  be  reversed,  and  the 
demurrer  overruled,  with  costs.     No  costs  of  the  appeal. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  Woodrooffe  <&  PlaskUt. 
Solicitor  for  the  Defendant :  Mr.  JT.  Earle. 


HUNTER  V.  WALTERS.  l.  o. 

and  L.  JJ. 

[1865    H.    318.]  jg^j 

CURLING  V.  WALTERS.  yov.  1^6,22. 

[1866    C.    23.]  "~ 

DARNELL  v.  HUNTER. 

[1866    D.     157] 

Mortgagees — Priority — Execution  of  Deed — Signing  Receipt — Fravid — Kotice^^ 

Defects  in  Flans — Attestation^ 

The  solicitor  of  two  mortgagees  put  up  for  sale  by  auction,  without  any 
authority,  the  mortgaged  estate.  He  professed  to  have  bought  the  estate,  and 
prepared  a  conveyance  which  purported  to  be  made  by  the  second  mortgagee 
;  under  his  power  of  sale.  The  mortgagees  both  executed  the  conveyance,  and 
also  signed  indorsed  receipts  for  moDey  as  paid  to  them,  though  no  money  was 
in  fact  paid  to  them.  The  solicitor  took  possession  of  the  estate  and  con- 
tinued to  pay  the  interest  to  the  mortgagees,  and  afterwards  made  an  equitable 
mortgage  of  the  estato,  representing  it  to  be  his  own  and  unincumbered.  As 
-to  the  first  mortgagee,  there  was  evidence  that  he  was  deceived  by  the  solicitor  ; 


74  CHANCEBY  APPEALS.  [L.  R. 

L.  G.  The  whole  efifect  of  the  deed  as  stated  is  such  that  I  must  assume 

1S71        that  the  personal  estate  of  Roupell  passed  to  the  Plaintiff  in  trust,. 

Q^^      for  the  creditors.    The  case  of  Garrard  y.  Lord  Lauderdale  (l} 

J^         has  no  application  to  this  case.    There  the  declaration  of  trust  was 

held  to  be  simply  for  the  benefit  of  the  assignor ;  and  those  who 

sought  to  take  any  benefit  from  the  deed  as  a  deed  of  trust  for 
them  were  unable  to  do  so.  It  seemed  a  deed  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors ;  yet  when  looked  at  it  was  no  such  thing,  but  merely 
an  arrangement  for  the  convenience  of  the  assignor  and  assignee, 
the  assignee  undertaking  the  agency  of  the  affairs  of  the  assignor. 
The  authority  of  Oarrard  v.  Lord  Lauderdale  has  been  ques- 
tioned by  Lord  St.  Leonards  in  Simmonds  v.  PaUes  (2),  upon  the 
facts.  But  upon  principle  there  can  be  no  doubt  that,  if  the  trans- 
action is  simply  between  the  assignor  and  the  assignee,  no  creditor 
can  take  advantage  of  the  deed  unless  it  has  been  communicated 
to  him. 

I  will  assume,  however,  that  the  deed  is  strictly  within  the  prin- 
ciple of  Oarrard  v.  Lord  Lauderdale,  but  still  it  is  an  assignment 
and  vested  the  estate  in  the  Plaintiff  as  assignee  for  the  purpose 
which  the  assignor  had  in  view.  That  being  so,  there  is  no  possible 
reason  why  the  Plaintiff  should  not  sue  any  person  who  holds  any 
part  of  the  property  which  hcus  been  assigned.  The  cases  relating 
to  voluntary  settlements  do  not  apply  here.  The  principles  were 
discussed  in  Sloane  v.  Cadogan  (3),  and  it  was  clearly  laid  down 
in  Kekewich  v.  Manningf  (4)  and  other  cases,  that  a  contract  for  a 
voluntary  settlement  cannot  be  enforced  against  the  settlor.  But 
if  a  voluntary  settlor,  for  purposes  of  his  own,  wishes  to  part  with 
his  property,  he  can  do  so,  and  his  purpose  can  be  carried  into 
effect  by  the  assignee  taking  proceedings  against  any  person  in 
possession  of  the  property.  Why  should  not  the  assignee,  as 
against  third  parties,  perform  the  simple  duties  intrusted  to  him 
by  the  deed  ?  As  regards  third  parties,  he  may  proceed  against 
them,  though  not  against  the  assignor,  who  may  have  changed  his 
mind,  and  be  able  to  avoid  the  arrangement. 
This  deed  has  vested  in  the  Plaintiff  such  an  interest  as  entitles 

(1)  3  Sim.  1 ;  2  Russ.  &  My.  451.  (3)  Sug.  V.  &  P.  11th  Ed.  App. 

(2)  2  J.  &  Lat.  489,  495.  No.  24. 

(4)  1  D.  M.  &  G.  176. 
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him  to  call  upon  the  Defendant  for  an  answer.    The  Plaintiflf  does        L.  0. 
not  sue  as  a  creditor,  and  does  not  say  that  there  were  any  debts  ;        1871 
but  even  without  debts,  there  would  be  a  resulting  trust  for  Boupell      Gleqg 
or  the  Crown,  and  the  Plaintiflf  has  a  right  to  recover  the  property       ^^ 
from  wrong-doers,  

There  was  also  a  demurrer  for  want  of  parties ;  but  I  think  that 
the  statute  which  enables  trustees  to  sue  third  persons,  without 
making  their  cestuis  que  trust  parties,  applies  to  that  objection, 
If  the  case  ever  comes  to  a  hearing,  the  Court  will,  no  doubt,  take 
•care  that  those  who  are  interested  in  BoupeWs  estate  shall  have 
sufficient  notice.  The  bill  does  not  seek  administration  of  the 
estate,  but  merely  to  get  in  the  property  for  the  benefit  of  the 
cestuis  que  trust,  whoever  they  may  be. 

The  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  must  be  reversed,  and  the 
demurrer  overruled,  with  costs.     No  costs  of  the  appeal. 

Solicitors  for  the  PlaintiflT:  Messrs.  Woodrooffe  <&  Plashiit. 
Solicitor  for  the  Defendant :  Mr.  H.  Earle. 


HUNTER  V.  WALTERS.  l.  o. 

and  L.  JJ. 

[1865    H.    318.]  jg^ 

CURLING  V.  WALTERS.  xov.  1M6,22, 

[1866    C.    23.]  "~ 

DARNELL  v.  HUNTER. 

[1866    D.     157] 

Mortgagees — Priority — Execution  of  Deed — Signing  Receipt — Fraud — Notice^^ 

Defects  in  Flans — Attestation^ 

The  solicitor  of  two  mortgagees  put  up  for  sale  by  auction,  without  any 
authority,  the  mortgaged  estate.  He  professed  to  have  bought  the  estate,  and 
prepared  a  conveyance  which  purported  to  be  made  by  the  second  mortgagee 
under  his  power  of  sale.  The  mortgagees  both  executed  the  conveyance,  and 
also  signed  indorsed  receipts  for  money  as  paid  to  them,  though  no  money  was 
in  fact  paid  to  them.  The  solicitor  took  possession  of  the  estate  and  con- 
tinued to  pay  the  interest  to  the  mortgagees,  and  afterwards  made  an  equitable 
mortgage  of  the  estate,  representing  it  to  be  his  own  and  unincumbered.  As 
^  the  first  mortgagee,  there  was  evidence  that  he  was  deceived  by  the  solicitor  ; 


74  CHANCERY  APPEALS.  [L  R. 

L.  c.  The  whole  effect  of  the  deed  as  stated  is  such  that  I  most  assume 

1871        that  the  personal  estate  of  RoupeU  passed  to  the  Plaintiff  in  trust, 

Q^^      for  the  creditors.    The  case  of  Garrard  v.  Lord  Lauderdale  (1} 

,^^        has  no  application  to  this  case.    There  the  declaration  of  trust  was 

held  to  be  simply  for  the  benefit  of  the  assignor ;  and  those  who 

sought  to  take  any  benefit  from  the  deed  as  a  deed  of  tinist  for 

them  were  unable  to  do  so.    It  seemed  a  deed  for  the  benefit  of 

creditors ;  yet  when  looked  at  it  was  no  such  thing,  but  merely 

an  arrangement  for  the  convenience  of  the  assignor  and  assignee, 

the  assignee  undertaking  the  agency  of  the  affairs  of  the  assignor. 

The  authority  of  Oarrard  v.  Lord  Lauderdale  has  been  ques- 
tioned by  Lord  8t  Leonards  in  Simmonds  v.  PaUes  (2),  upon  the 
facts.  But  upon  principle  there  can  be  no  doubt  that,  if  the  trans- 
action is  simply  between  the  assignor  and  the  assignee,  no  creditor 
can  take  advantage  of  the  deed  unless  it  has  been  communicated 
to  him. 

I  will  assume,  however,  that  the  deed  is  strictly  within  the  prin- 
ciple of  Oarrard  v.  Lord  Lauderdale,  but  still  it  is  an  assignment 
and  vested  the  estate  in  the  Plaintiff  as  assignee  for  the  purpose 
which  the  assignor  had  in  view.  That  being  so^  there  is  no  possible 
reason  why  the  Plaintiff  should  not  sue  any  person  who  holds  any 
part  of  the  property  which  has  been  assigned.  The  cases  relating 
to  voluntary  settlements  do  not  apply  here.  The  principles  were 
discussed  in  Sloane  v.  Cadogan  (3),  and  it  was  clearly  laid  down 
in  Kekewich  v.  Manningi  (4)  and  other  cases,  that  a  contract  for  a 
voluntary  settlement  cannot  be  enforced  against  the  settlor.  Bat 
if  a  voluntary  settlor,  for  purposes  of  his  own,  wishes  to  part  with 
his  property^  he  cam  do  so,  and  his  purpose  can  be  carried  into 
effect  by  the  assignee  taking  proceedings  against  any  person  in 
possession  of  the  property.  Why  should  not  the  assignee,  as 
against  third  parties,  perform  the  simple  duties  intrusted  to  him 
by  the  deed  ?  As  regards  third  parties,  he  may  proceed  against 
them,  though  not  against  the  assignor,  who  may  have  changed  his 
mind,  and  be  able  to  avoid  the  arrangement. 

This  deed  has  vested  in  the  Plaintiff  such  an  interest  as  entitles 

(1)  3  Sim.  1 ;  2  Rtws.  &  My.  451.  (3)  Sug.  V.  &  P.  11th  Ed.  Apiv 

(2)  2  J.  4f  Lat.  489,  495.  No.  24. 

(4)  1  D.  M.  &  G.  176. 
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him  to  call  upon  the  Defendant  for  an  answer.    The  Plaintiff  does       L.  C. 
not  sue  as  a  creditor,  and  does  not  say  that  there  were  any  debts  ;        1871 
but  even  without  debts,  there  would  be  a  resulting  trust  for  Boupell      Gleqo 
or  the  Crown,  and  the  Plaintiff  has  a  right  to  recover  the  property       ^^ 
from  wrong-doers,  

There  was  also  a  demurrer  for  want  of  parties ;  but  I  think  that 
the  statute  which  enables  trustees  to  sue  third  persons,  without 
making  their  eestuis  qiie  trust  parties,  applies  to  that  objection, 
If  the  case  ever  comes  to  a  hearing,  the  Court  will,  no  doubt,  take 
•care  that  those  who  are  interested  in  BoupelTs  estate  shall  have 
sufficient  notice.  The  bill  does  not  seek  administration  of  the 
estate,  but  merely  to  get  in  the  property  for  the  benefit  of  the 
ceduis  que  trusty  whoever  they  may  be. 

The  order  of  the  Master  of  the  EoUs  must  be  reversed,  and  the 
•demurrer  overruled,  with  costs.     No  costs  of  the  appeal. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  Woodrooffe  <&  Plaskitt. 
Solicitor  for  the  Defendant :  Mr.  H.  Earle. 


HUNTEB  V.  WALTERS.  L.  c. 

and  L.  JJ. 

[1865    H.    318.]  jg^j 

CUELING  V.  WALTERS.  .Vor.  1^6.22. 

[1866    C.    23.]  "~ 

DARNELL  v.  HUNTER. 

[1866    D.     157] 

Jlortgagees — Priority — Execution  of  Deed — Signing  licceipt — Fraud — Notice^^ 

Defects  in  Plans — Attestation. 

The  solicitor  of  two  mortgagees  put  up  for  sale  by  auction,  without  any 
authority,  the  mortgiaged  estate.  He  professed  to  have  bought  the  estate,  and 
prepared  a  conveyance  which  purported  to  be  made  by  the  second  mortgagee 
under  his  power  of  sale.  The  mortgagees  both  executed  the  conveyance,  and 
also  signed  indorsed  receipts  for  money  as  paid  to  them,  though  no  money  was 
in  fact  paid  to  them.  The  solicitor  took  possession  of  the  estate  and  con- 
tinued to  pay  the  interest  to  the  mortgagees,  and  afterwards  made  an  equitable 
mortgage  of  the  estate,  representing  it  to  be  his  own  and  unincumbered.  As 
ix)  the  first  mortgagee,  there  was  evidence  that  he  was  deceived  by  the  solicitor  ; 


74  CHANCEBY  APPEALS,  [L.  R. 

L.  G.  The  whole  effect  of  the  deed  as  stated  is  such  that  I  must  assume 

1S71        that  the  personal  estate  of  BoupeU  passed  to  the  Plaintiff  in  trust,. 

Q^^      for  the  creditors.    The  case  of  Garrard  v.  Lord  Lauderdale  {1} 

^-  has  no  application  to  this  case.    There  the  declaration  of  trust  was 

held  to  be  simply  for  the  benefit  of  the  assignor ;  and  those  who 

sought  to  take  any  benefit  from  the  deed  as  a  deed  of  trust  for 
them  were  unable  to  do  so.  It  seemed  a  deed  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors ;  yet  when  looked  at  it  was  no  such  thing,  but  merely 
an  arrangement  for  the  convenience  of  the  assignor  and  assignee, 
the  assignee  undertaking  the  agency  of  the  affairs  of  the  assignor. 
The  authority  of  Garrard  v.  Lord  Lauderdale  has  been  ques- 
tioned by  Lord  St  Leonards  in  Simmonds  v.  PaUes  (2),  upon  the 
facts.  But  upon  principle  there  can  be  no  doubt  that,  if  the  trans- 
action is  simply  between  the  assignor  and  the  assignee,  no  creditor 
can  take  advantage  of  the  deed  unless  it  has  been  communicated 
to  him. 

I  will  assume,  however,  that  the  deed  is  strictly  within  the  prin- 
ciple of  Garrard  v.  Lord  Lauderdale,  but  still  it  is  an  assignment 
and  vested  the  estate  in  the  Plaintiff  as  assignee  for  the  purpose 
which  the  assignor  had  in  view.  That  being  so,  there  is  no  possible 
reason  why  the  Plaintiff  should  not  sue  any  person  who  holds  any 
part  of  the  property  which  has  been  assigned.  The  cases  relating 
to  voluntary  settlements  do  not  apply  here.  The  principles  were 
discussed  in  Sloane  v.  Cadogan  (3),  and  it  was  clearly  laid  down 
in  Eekewich  v.  Manning  (4)  and  other  cases,  that  a  contract  for  a 
voluntary  settlement  cannot  be  enforced  against  the  settlor.  But 
if  a  voluntary  settlor,  for  purposes  of  his  own,  wishes  to  part  with 
his  property,  he  can  do  so,  and  his  purpose  can  be  carried  into 
effect  by  the  assignee  taking  proceedings  against  any  person  in 
possession  of  the  property.  Why  should  not  the  assignee,  as 
against  third  parties,  perform  the  simple  duties  intrusted  to  him 
by  the  deed  ?  As  regards  third  parties,  he  may  proceed  against 
them,  though  not  against  the  assignor,  who  may  have  changed  his 
mind,  and  be  able  to  avoid  the  arrangement. 
This  deed  has  vested  in  the  Plaintiff  such  an  interest  as  entitles 

(1)  3  Sim.  1 ;  2  Rtias.  &  My.  451.  (3)  Sug.  V.  &  P.  11th  Ed.  Apjv 

(2)  2  J.  &  Lat.  489,  495.  No.  24.      . 

(4)  1  D.  M.  &  G.  176. 
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him  to  call  upon  the  Defendant  for  an  answer.    The  Plaintiff  does       L.  C. 
not  sue  as  a  creditor,  and  does  not  say  that  there  were  any  debts  ;        1871 
but  even  without  debts,  there  would  be  a  resulting  trust  for  Boupell      Glego 
or  the  Crown,  and  the  Plaintiff  has  a  right  to  recover  the  property       ^^ 
from  wrong-doers.  

There  was  also  a  demurrer  for  want  of  parties ;  but  I  think  that 
the  statute  which  enables  trustees  to  sue  third  persons,  without 
making  their  cesiuis  que  trust  parties,  applies  to  that  objection. 
If  the  case  ever  comes  to  a  hearing,  the  Court  will,  no  doubt,  take 
•care  that  those  who  are  interested  in  BoupelTs  estate  shall  have 
sufficient  notice.  The  bill  does  not  seek  administration  of  the 
estate,  but  merely  to  get  in  the  property  for  the  benefit  of  the 
eeduis  que  trust,  whoever  they  may  be. 

The  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  must  be  reversed,  and  the 
demurrer  overruled,  with  costs.    No  costs  of  the  appeal. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff :  Messrs.  Woodrooffe  <&  PlaskiU. 
Solicitor  for  the  Defendant :  Mr.  H.  Earle. 


HUNTER  V.  WALTERS.  L  c. 

and  L.  JJ. 

[1865    H.    318.]  jg^j 

CURLING  V.  WALTERS.  kov,  15^6,22. 

[1866    C.    23.]  "~ 

DARNELL  v.  HUNTER. 

[1866    D.     157] 

Mort^ageea — Priority — Execution  of  Deed — Signing  Receipt — Fraud — Notice^^ 

Defects  in  Plana — Attestation. 

The  solicitor  of  two  mortgagees  put  up  for  sale  by  auction,  without  any 
authority,  the  mortg^ed  estate.  He  professed  to  have  bought  the  estate,  and 
prepared  a  conveyance  which  purported  to  be  made  by  the  second  mortgagee 
,  under  his  power  of  sale.  The  mortgagees  both  executed  the  conveyance,  and 
also  signed  indorsed  receipts  for  money  as  paid  to  them,  though  no  money  was 
in  liact  paid  to  them.  The  solicitor  took  possession  of  the  estate  and  con- 
tinued to  pay  the  interest  to  the  mortgagees,  and  afterwards  made  an  equitable 
mortg^e  of  the  estate,  representing  it  to  be  his  own  and  unincumbered.  As 
ix)  the  first  mortgagee,  there  was  evidence  that  he  was  deceived  by  the  solicitor  ; 
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li.  G.  The  whole  effect  of  the  deed  as  stated  is  such  that  I  must  assnme- 

1S71  that  the  personal  estate  of  Boupell  passed  to  the  Plaintiff  in  trnst,. 
qJ^  for  the  creditors.  The  case  of  Garrard  v.  Lord  Lauderdale  (1} 
has  no  application  to  this  case.  There  the  declaration  of  trust  was 
held  to  be  simply  for  the  benefit  of  the  assignor ;  and  those  who 
sought  to  take  any  benefit  from  the  deed  as  a  deed  of  tinist  for 
them  were  unable  to  do  so.  It  seemed  a  deed  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors ;  yet  when  looked  at  it  was  no  such  thing,  but  merely 
an  arrangement  for  the  convenience  of  the  assignor  and  assignee, 
the  assignee  undertaking  the  agency  of  the  affairs  of  the  assignor. 

The  authority  of  Garrard  v.  Lord  Lauderdale  has  been  ques- 
tioned by  Lord  8t  Leonards  in  Simmonds  v.  PaUea  (2),  upon  the 
facts.  But  upon  principle  there  can  be  no  doubt  that,  if  the  trans- 
action is  simply  between  the  assignor  and  the  assignee,  no  creditor 
can  take  advantage  of  the  deed  unless  it  has  been  communicated 
to  him. 

I  will  assume,  however,  that  the  deed  is  strictly  within  the  prin- 
ciple of  Garrard  v.  Lord  Lauderdale^  but  still  it  is  an  assignment 
and  vested  the  estate  in  the  Plaintiff  as  assignee  for  the  purpose 
which  the  assignor  had  in  view.  That  being  so,  there  is  no  possible 
reason  why  the  Plaintiff  should  not  sue  any  person  who  holds  any 
part  of  the  property  which  has  been  assigned.  The  cases  relating 
to  voluntary  settlements  do  not  apply  here.  The  principles  were 
discussed  in  Sloane  v.  Cadogan  (3),  and  it  was  clearly  laid  down 
in  Kekevnch  v.  Man,nir^  (4)  and  other  cases,  that  a  contract  for  a 
voluntary  settlement  cannot  be  enforced  against  the  settlor.  But 
if  a  voluntary  settlor,  for  purposes  of  his  own,  wishes  to  part  with 
his  property,  he  can  do  so,  and  his  purpose  can  be  carried  into 
effect  by  the  assignee  taking  proceedings  against  any  person  in 
possession  of  the  property.  Why  should  not  the  assignee,  as 
against  third  parties,  perform  the  simple  duties  intrusted  to  him 
by  the  deed  ?  As  regards  third  parties,  he  may  proceed  against 
them,  though  not  against  the  assignor,  who  may  have  changed  his- 
mind,  and  be  able  to  avoid  the  arrangement. 

This  deed  has  vested  in  the  Plaintiff  such  an  interest  as  entitles 

(1)  3  Sim.  1 ;  2  Russ.  &  My.  451.  (3)  Sug.  V.  &  P.  11th  Ed.  App. 

(2)  2  J.  &  Lat.  489,  496.  No.  24. 

(4)  1  D.  M.  &  G.  176. 
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'him  to  call  upon  the  Defendant  for  an  answer.    The  Plaintiff  does        L.  0. 
not  sue  as  a  creditor,  and  does  not  say  that  there  were  any  debts  ;        1871 
but  even  without  debts,  there  would  be  a  resulting  trust  for  Boupell      Glbgo 
or  the  Crown,  and  the  Plaintiff  has  a  right  to  recover  the  property       jj^^ 
from  wrong-doers.  

There  was  also  a  demurrer  for  want  of  parties ;  but  I  think  that 
the  statute  which  enables  trustees  to  sue  third  persons,  without 
making  their  cesiuis  que  trust  parties,  applies  to  that  objection. 
If  the  case  ever  comes  to  a  hearing,  the  Court  will,  no  doubt,  take 
•care  that  those  who  are  interested  in  BoupelTs  estate  shall  have 
sufficient  notice.  The  bill  does  not  seek  administration  of  the 
estate,  but  merely  to  get  in  the  property  for  the  benefit  of  the 
cesiuis  que  trust,  whoever  they  may  be. 

The  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  must  be  reversed,  and  the 
•demurrer  overruled,  with  costs.     No  costs  of  the  appeal. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  Woodrooffe  <&  Plaskitt. 
Solicitor  for  the  Defendant :  Mr.  H.  Earle. 
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and  L.  JJ. 
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CURLING  V.  WALTERS.  xov.  1M6.22. 

[1866    C.    23.]  "~ 

DARNELL  v.  HUNTER. 

[1866    D.     157] 

Mortgagees — Priority — Execution  of  Deed — Signing  Receipt — Fraiid — Notke^^ 

Defects  in  Plana — Attestation^ 

The  solicitor  of  two  mortgagees  put  up  for  sale  by  auction,  without  any 
authority,  the  mortg^ed  estate.  He  professed  to  have  bought  the  estate,  and 
prepared  a  conveyance  which  purported  to  be  made  by  the  second  mortgagee 
,  under  his  power  of  sale.  The  mortgagees  both  executed  the  conveyance,  and 
also  signed  indorsed  receipts  for  money  as  paid  to  them,  though  no  money  was 
in  fact  paid  to  them.  The  solicitor  took  possession  of  the  estate  and  con- 
tinued to  pay  the  interest  to  the  mortgagees,  and  afterwards  made  an  equitable 
mortgage  of  the  estate,  representing  it  to  be  his  own  and  unincumbered.  As 
io  the  £b:st  mortgagee,  there  was  evidence  that  he  was  deceived  by  the  solicitor  ; 


lb 


CHANCEBY  APPEALS. 


[L.IL 


L.O. 
and  L.  JJ. 

1871 


HUKTEB 

V, 
WXLTEBSb 


CURLINa 
V. 

Walteiw. 


Darnell 

V. 
HUNTKB. 


as  to  the  second  mortgagee,  there  was  evidence  that  he  trusted  the  solicitor 
implicitly.  There  were  inconsistencies  on  the  plans  upon  the  different  deeds,, 
and  the  solicitor  had  attested  some  of  the  prior  deeds: — 

Udd  (affirming  the  decree  ofMalins,  Y.COy  that,  under  the  circumstances,, 
the  equitable  mortgagee  had  priority  over  the  second  mortgagee : 

Held,  that  the  inconsistencies  in  the  plans  and  the  attestation  by  the 
solicitor  did  not  put  the  equitable  mortgagee  on  inquiry  so  as  to  fix  him  with 
constructive  notice. 

In  May,  1835,  J.  Brandling  and  iZ.  W.  Brandling^  the  then 
owners  in  fee  of  an  estate  consisting  of  seventy-five  ^acres,  and 
called  the  Felling  estate,  mortgaged  it  to  George  Burdon  for 
£7200.  In  September,  1838,  John  Brandling  covenanted  to 
convey  the  Felling  estate  to  jB.  W.  Brandling,  on  payment  by  him 
of  the  £7200  and  interest,  the  estate  in  fact  belonging  to  B.  W. 
Bra/ndling.\la  October,  1838,  1a.  2r.  24p.,  part  of  the  estate,  was 
conveyed  by  Burdon  to  J".  Brandling  and  JS.  W.  Brandling,  free 
from  the  mortgage  debt. 

By  an  indenture,  dated  the  26th  of  December,  1838,  the  mort- 
gage to  Bvrdon  was  transferred  to  a  Mrs.  Hunter,  and  the  deeds 
were  put  in  the  possession  of  Balph  Wallers,  Mrs.  Hunters  solicitor. 
In  January,  1839,  a  second  mortgage,  being  for  £2000,  was  made  by 
JS.  W.  Brandling  and  J.  Brandling  to  W.  N.  Darnell,  another  client 
of  Walters,  the  power  of  redemption  being  given  to  JS.  W.  Brandling. 
Walters  attested  the  execution  by  the  mortgagors  of  this  deed.  In 
1840  about  four  acres  of  the  estate  was  conveyed  to  JS.  W.  Brand- 
ling discharged  from  the  mortgages.  The  conveyances  of  this 
piece,  and  of  the  other  small  piece,  were  made  in  order  to  enable 
iJ.  W.  Brandling  to  dispose  of  the  land  for  building  purposes,  and 
were  both  attested  by  Walters.  In  1840  the  two  small  pieces  of 
land  were  equitably  mortgaged  to  W.  N.  Darnell  by  way  of 
further  security,  and  the  memorandum  of  mortgage  was  attested  by 
Walters.  In  1846  jB.  W.  Brandling  assigned  his  estate  to  trustees 
for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors  ;  and  on  the  30th  of  October,  1852, 
the  trustees  conveyed  to  Darnell  the  two  small  pieces  of  land,  with 
the  exception  of  certain  parts  thereof  which  had  been  sold  for 
building. 

In  1853  Walters,  acting  without  any  authority,  put  up  the 
Felling  estate,  except  the  two  pieces  conveyed  away,  together  with 
eight  acres  of  leasehold  land  of  his  own,  for  sale  by  auction.    The- 
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only  particulars  of  sale  were  some  which  had  been  used  on  an 
attempted  sale  in  1844,  and  in  the  particulars  the  name  of  WaHers 
appeared  as  a  solicitor  concerned.  At  this  pretended  auction  the 
property  was  knocked  down  for  £9050  to  one  Dove^  from  whom 
Walters  professed  to  buy  it  at  an  advance  of  £150.  An  indenture 
was  then  prepared  by  WaUerSy  and  made  to  bear  date  the  Ist  of 
June,  1853,  and  the  parties  to  it  were  William  Hunter  the 
executor  and  devisee  of  Mrs.  HunieTy  W.  N,  Darnell^  Dove,  and 
Walters.  The  indenture  recited  the  two  mortgages  and  the  sale 
as  made  by  Darnell  under  the  power  of  sale  in  his  mortgage  deed ; 
and  all  parties  concurred  in  the  usual  manner  in  conveying  to 
Walters  the  whole  Felling  estate,  as  described  in  the  deed  of  1835, 
the  sum  expressed  to  be  paid  to  W.  Hunter  being  £7200,  that  to 
Darnell  £1850,  and  that  to  Dove  £150.  W.  Hunter,  W.  N.  Darnell, 
and  Dave,  all  executed  the  deed,  and  on  it  were  iudorsed  receipts 
in  the  usual  forms  for  the  £7200,  the  £1850,  and  the  £150,  signed 
by  Hunter,  Darnell,  and  Dove  respectively.  No  money  was,  in 
fact,  paid  to  any  of  them  by  Walters.  He  took  possession  of  the 
estate,  and,  until  his  death  in  1865,  paid  interest  to  Hunter  and 
Darnell,  as  if  they  still  had  charges  on  the  estate. 

But  in  1862  Walters  had  applied  to  Mr.  Taiham,  a  solicitor,, 
partner  in  the  firm  of  Messrs  Fyson  &  Co.,  for  a  loan  of  £5000  on 
the  security  of  the  Felling  estate,  representing  himself  to  be  the 
absolute  owner  thereof.  Tathain  accordingly  agreed  to  advance 
£5000,  money  belonging  to  a  client,  W.  Curling.  Taiham  exa- 
mined the  title  deeds,  and  made  inquiries  as  to  the  value,  and 
ultimately  advanced  the  £5000  to  Walters  on  the  security  of  an 
indenture,  dated  the  11th  of  3Iarch,  1862,  and  made  between 
Walters,  of  the  one  part,  and  Curling,  of  the  other  part,  whereby 
Walters  covenanted  that  the  deeds  mentioned  in  the  schedule 
thereto  should  be  a  security  for  the  repayment  of  the  £500Q 
and  interest,  and  that  Wallers  and  all  necessary  parties  would 
convey  to  Curling  all  the  pieces  of  land  and  hereditaments  com* 
prised  in  the  deeds  and  delineated  on  the  annexed  plan,  by  way  of 
mortgage  for  securing  the  payment  of  the  £5000  and  interest ;  and 
that  in  the  meantime  the  said  hereditaments  should  remain  charpred 
with  the  payment  of  the  £5000  and  interest. 

The  schedule  comprised  the  deeds  of  1835,  1838, 1839,  1846, 
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1852,  and  1853,  but  not  the  two  conveyances  of  the  small  pieces 
of  land,  nor  the  lease  of  the  leaseholds  which  belonged  to  Walters  ; 
and  the  plan  annexed  was  a  copy  of  that  annexed  to  the  particulars 
of  sale  in  1844,  the  small  pieces  of  land  which  had  been  conveyed 
to  jB.  W.  Brandling  being  excluded,  but  the  leasehold  being 
included. 

The  deeds  were  delivered  to  Messrs.  Fyson  &  Co,,  solicitors  to 
Mr.  Curling^  and  Walters  paid  interest  on  the  £5000  until  his 
death  in  1865,  when  the  fraud  was  discovered. 

Thereupon  three  suits  were  instituted — one  by  W.  Hunter,  one 
by  the  executors  of  DarneU,  who  was  dead,  and  one  by  ilrs. 
Cvrlingy  the  executrix  of  Curling ;  Mrs.  Curling  claiming  priority 
over  Hunter  and  Darnell,  and  Hunter  and  Darnell  claiming  priority 
over  Mrs.  Curling, 

As  to  the  execution  of  the  deed  of  1853,  W.  Hunter  stated  that 
he  had  received  a  letter  from  Walters,  dated  the  31st  of  January, 
1853,  saying :  •*  The  Felling  property  has  been  sold,  and  you  will 
have  to  take  this  as  notice  to  receive  your  principal  and  interest  in 
six  months  from  the  20th  instant.     It  is  possible  the  purchaser 
might  retain  the  mortgage  if  you  consented  to  take  4  per  cent., 
but  in  the  present  state  of  the  money  market  he  will  probably  try 
to  get  it  at  3^.    I  have  made  an  offer  to  the  purchaser  to  take  the 
purchase  off  his  hands  at  a  given  sum.    Are  you  inclined  to  join  in 
the  speculation  ?    I  told  you  the  particulars  when  we  last  met.     I 
think  it  will  pay  in  time,  but  I  do  not  expect  a  quick  return." 
TF.  Hunter  further  deposed  that  he  understood  that  the  mortgage 
was  not  to  be  paid  off,  and  that  he  had  signed  the  deed  at  Walters* 
request,  who  stated  that  it  was  a  mere  form,  and  had  been  executed 
by  Darnell,  that  he  never  read  the  deed,  and  that  he  believed  that 
the  deed  merely  transferred  the  interest  of  the  mortgagor  to 
Walters,  leaving  the  security  as  it  was  before. 

Mr.  DarneU  was  dead,  and  there  was  no  evidence  as  to  the 
manner  in  which  he  was  induced  to  execute  the  deed  of  1853. 
There  was,  however,  evidence  that  he  had  great  confidence  in 
Walters,  and  was  in  the  habit  of  executing  deeds  brought  to  him 
by  Walters  for  execution. 

Taiham  stated  that  he  found  on  the  deeds  a  good  title,  and  had 
no  reason  to  suppose  that  Walters  was  not  the  unincumbered 
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owner  of  the  Felling  estate,  and  that,  in  his  opinion,  the  plans  of 
the  estate  corresponded,  deduction  being  made  for  small  portions 
which  had  been  sold,  and  allowance  for  discrepancies  which  were 
apparently  clerical  errors. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  Matins  held  that  Curling's  executrix  had 
priority  over  Hunter  and  over  Darnells  executors,  and  made  a 
decree  accordingly,  as  reported  (1),  where  the  evidence  o{  Hunter 
and  of  Tatham  is  more  fully  stated. 

DarnetTs  executors  appealed,  but  before  the  appeal  was  heard 
Hunter  had  bought  up  Curling^s  charge ;  and  Hunter  and  Mrs. 
Curling  now  appeared  by  the  same  solicitor. 

Mr.  Olasse,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bighy,  for  the  Appellants  : — 

We  contend  that  under  the  circumstances,  the  deed  of  1853  is 
sot  to  be  considered  as  DamdTs  deed  at  alL  He  thought  it  a 
different  deed,  and  did  not  know  what  he  was  signing.  In  such  a 
state  of  things  his  signature  is  useless :  Vorleij  v.  Cooke  (2),  Lee 
V.  Angas  (3),  and  Ogilvie  v.  Jeaffreson  (4).    At  law  such  a  deed 
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(1)  Law  Kep,  11  Eq.  292. 

(2)  1  Giff.  280. 

(3)  1866.  Nov.  20.    V.-C.  Stuart. 

Lee  v.  A270A8. 

iVlLLIAM  LEE,  by  his  will,  charged 

his  estate  with  an  annuity  in  favour  of 

his  wife,  and  after  her  death  he  gave 

his  estate  to  his  two  daughters,  as 

tenants  in  common.    The  widow  and 

elder  daughter,  If.  Lee,  in  1842  and 

1844,  mortg^ed    their   annuity  and 

moiety  for  £1500.    In  December,  1857, 

E.  D.   Conyers,  a  solicitor,  who  had 

acted  for  the  Lees,  wrote  to  the  younger 

daughter,  8.  Lee,  stating  that  it  was 

necessary  to  raise  money  on  the  estate 

to  pay  off  the  old  mortgage,  which,  he 

alleged,  was  called  in,  and  that  as  he 

could  not  apply  to  her  elder  sister  (who 

had  married  and  gone  abroad),  he  must 

have  the  deed  signed  by  her,  and  he 

invited  8,  Lee,  then  residing  at  E'lin- 

burgJi,  to  meet  him  at  York,  and  he 


then  told  her  that  she  would  not  be  in 
any  way  liable,  as  it  was  merely  a  re- 
newal. The  deed  was  not  read  over, 
nor  further  explained  to  her.  8,  Lee  ac- 
cordingly executed  the  deed,  which  pur- 
ported to  be  a  mortgage  of  her  moiety 
and  of  her  mother's  annuity,  to  a  Mr. 
Angas  for  £2000,  and  she  signed  the 
indorsed  receipt.  Mrs.  Lee^s  signature 
to  the  deed  was  a  forgery.  It  was  al- 
leged that  Conyers,  who  was  Angash 
solicitor,  received  the  money,  and  ap- 
plied it  for  his  own  purposes.  After 
the  death  of  Conyers,  the  fraud  and 
forgery  were  discovered,  and  this  bill 
was  filed  by  Mrs.  Lee  and  Miss  8,  Lee, 
to  have  the  deed  of  December,  1857, 
declared  void,  and  cancelled. 

Mr.  Malins,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Fry,  for 
the  Plaintiffs. 

Mr.  CWe,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  E.  E.  Kay, 
for  the  Defendants. 
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V. 

Waltebs. 
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V. 

Walters. 
Darnell 

V. 
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(4)  2  Giff.  353. 
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woujd  be  inoperative:  Foster  v.  Machinnon  (1).  Barnard  v. 
Hunter  (2)  is  exactly  in  point.  It  is  clear  that  the  deed  is  void^ 
and  that  Hunter  was  deceived ;  if  a  man  does  not  know  what  lie 
is  signing,  his  signature  goes  for  nothing  :  Cockdl  v.  Taylor  (3)  ; 
Jones  V.  Thomas  (4).  The  mere  execution  of  a  deed  is  not  conclu- 
sive  on  the  person  executing  it,  and  if  he  has  been  defrauded  in 
the  matter  equity  will  relieve  him  :  Beckett  v.  Cordley  (5) ;  Rice  w 
Bice  (6).  Walters  was  the  solicitor  of  Darnell^  who  was  justified 
in  leaving  the  business  in  the  hands  of  Walters.  In  all  such 
cases  relief  has  been  given :  Thorpe  v.  Holdsivorth  (7)  ;  Newton  v. 
Newton  (8) ;  Eyre  v.  Burmester  (9) ;  and  Cory  v.  Eyre  (10), 

Moreover,  what  took  place  when  Curling  advanced  his  money 
was  enough  to  have  put  his  solicitor  on  his  guard,  and  to  have 
led  him  to  make  inquiries  which  would  have  disclosed  the  fraud. 
If  he  had  compared  the  plans,  he  would  have  found  a  difiference, 
and  then  he  would  have  discovered  that  those  lots  had  been  sold^ 
and  that  Walters  was  concerned  as  the  solicitor.  The  whole  fraud 
would  then  have  been  discovered:  Kennedy  v.  Oreen  (11).  He 
would  have  seen  that  Darnell  did  not  sell  the  building  lots  under 
his  power  of  sale.  The  irregularities  and  imperfections  in  the 
deeds  and  plans  ought  to  have  created  suspicion.  If  the  deeds 
had  been  laid  before  counsel  it  would  all  have  been  found  out.  If 
Curling's  solicitors  had  inquired  into  the  circumstances  of  the  sale 
they  would  have  found  out  that  it  was  conducted  by  Walters,  and 
was  a  mere  sham.  At  all  events,  we  have  a  charge  on  the  build- 
ing lots,  as  they  were  not  within  BameWs  power  of  sale,  and  did 
not  pass  by  the  mortgage  of  1862. 


Sib  John  Stuart,  V.C,  said  it  was 

clear  that  Mrs.  Zee's  signature  was  a 
forgery,  and  therefore  as  to  her  the 

deed  must  be  set  aside.  After  going 
through  the  evidence,  His  Honour  said 
that  Miss  8,  Lee^s  signature  was  pro- 
cured by  false  representations,  and 
therefore  there  must  be  a  decree  that 
the  deed  as  to  her  also  must  bo  set 
aside,  and  the  Defendants  i)ay  the  costs 
of  the  suit. 

The  Defendants  appealed,  and  the 
appeal  was  dismissed  with  costs  b}'  the 


Lords  Justices  on  the  17  th  of  March , 
1868. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  4  C.  P.  704. 

(2)  2  Jur.  (N.S.)  1213. 

(3)  15  Beav.  103. 

(4)  11  W.  R.  50. 

(5)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  352. 

(6)  2  Drew.  73. 

(7)  Law  Rep.  7  Eq.  139. 

(8)  Law  Rep.  4  Ch.  143. 

(9)  10  H.  L.  C.  90. 

(10)  1  D.  J.  &  S.  149. 

(11)  3  My.  &  K.  G99. 
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Sir  RaundeU  Palmer,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  F.  HaicJcins,  for  Curling's 
executrix;  and 

* 

Mr.  Cotton,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Fiacher,  for  Hunter,  were  not  called 
upon. 

Lord  Hatherley,  L.C. : — 

This  case  now  depends  upon  an  extremely  short  question,  namely, 
whetber  the  mortgage  given  by  WaUera  to  Curling  is  an  effec- 
tual security.  Mr.  Curling  undoubtedly  had  not  the  slightest 
notice  of  any  interest  in  any  one  except  Walters,  unless  some 
constructive  notice  can  be  traced.  [His  Lordship  then  stated  the 
facts  of  the  case,  observing  that  unfortunately  it  was  extremely 
bare  of  evidence  as  to  the  execution  of  the  deed  by  Hunter,  and 
that  as  to  BameWs  execution  there  was  no  evidence  at  all.]  It  is 
first  said  that  we  ought  to  regard  the  whole  of  these  instruments 
as  void,  upon  the  principle  of  certain  cases,  such  as  Kennedy  v. 
Green  (1),  where  a  representation  has  been  made  to  a  party  to  a 
deed  that  the  instrument  he  is  about  to  execute  is  an  instrument 
of  a  totally  different  description  from  anything  which  it  turns  out  to 
be.  In  such  cases  the  person  executing  the  instrument  has  not 
had  his  mind  applied  in  any  way  to  the  words  therein  contained, 
but  to  a  different  state  of  things ;  for  instance,  when  a  person  has 
signed  a  document,  believing  it  to  be  a  certificate,  whilst  it  is,  in 
fact,  a  bond.  In  the  early  books  we  find  Lord  Cohe  saying  that  if 
a  man  is  blind  or  illiterate,  and  an  instrument  is  read  over  to  him 
falsely,  then  the  instrument  is  void  (2).  This  is  a  proposition 
which  one  would  not  be  inclined  to  dispute  when  broadly  laid 
down ;  and  I  do  not  wish  to  go  into  the  shades  of  difference  be- 
tween the  cases  cited  before  us,  some  of  which  might  stand  upon 
very  different  principles.  There  are  two  cases,  I  think,  before  the 
Vice-Chancellor  StiMrt,  where  mortgages  were  fraudulently  ob- 
tained, and  could,  therefore,  when  transferred,  not  stand  as  a 
security  for  more  than  was  due.  But  I  think  that  all  those  cases 
are  so  entirely  beside  the  present  case,  that  I  do  not  wish  to  make 
any  further  observations  upon  them.  The  case  oi  Jones  v.  Thomas  (3) 
has  nothing  to  do  with  the  question  whether  a  man  can  part  with 

(1)  3  My.  &  K.  699.  (2)  2  Bep.  2  b,  9  a.  (3)  11  W.  R.  50. 
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his  interest  by  signing  an  instmment  of  which  he  does  not  know 
the  effect. 

I  apprehend  that  if  a  man  executes  a  solemn  instrument  by 
which  he  conveys  an  interest,  and  if  he  signs  on  the  back  a  receipt 
for  money — a  document  which,  as  the  Vice-Chancellor  observes, 
could  not  be  mistaken — he  cannot  affect  not  to  know  what  he  was 
doing,  and  it  is  not  enough  for  him  afterwards  to  say  that  he 
thought  it  was  only  a  form.  That  merely  amounts  to  saying  that 
a  misrepresentation  was  made  to  him,  under  which  he  executed  a 
deed ;  still  the  deed  may  have  been  exactly  what  he  intended  to 
execute,  though  he  intended  it  to  be  used  for  a  totally  different 
purpose.  But  this  does  not  affect  the  deed.  The  fraud  of  the 
person  who  used  the  deed  for  a  different  purpose  does  not  make  it 
less  the  deed  of  the  person  who  executed  it. 

We  have  not  in  this  case  any  evidence  to  bring  it  within  the 
authorities  which  shew  that  an  instrument  executed  under  certain 
circumstances  of  misrepresentation  may  be  altogether  void.  [His 
Lordship  then  commented  on  the  letter  written  by  WoUUerz  to 
Hunter,  and  said  that  perhaps  Hunter  might  have  merely  trusted 
Waliers  and  have  been  defrauded  by  him.] 

As  regards  the  minor  matters  in  this  case,  we  were  told  that 
Mr.  Curling,  or  his  solicitor,  Mr.  Tatham,  was  guilty  of  considerable 
negligence,  which  should  deprive  Mr.  Cv/rling  of  any  advantages 
he  might  otherwise  have  obtained  against  the  former  mortgagees. 
First,  it  was  said  that  they  would  have  found,  if  they  had  com- 
pared the  maps,  discrepancies  and  defects  in  title  to  some  of  the 
properties,  and  would  have  found  that  there  was  more  property 
than  was  comprised  in  their  deed.  I  think  the  answer  to  that 
contention  is,  that  they  took  a  security  upon  whatever  was  in  their 
deed  and  nothing  else ;  and  therefore,  if  they  were  not  to  have  a 
security  upon  anything  else,  they  need  not  trouble  themselves 
about  it;  they  did  not  inquire  what  had  become  of  the  other 
land,  because  it  was  no  matter  of  theirs.  As  regards  the  few  acres 
which  were  surplus,  it  seems  to  me  doubtful  whether  the  title 
deeds  relating  to  that  were  included  in  those  title  deeds  which  had 
been  laid  before  Mr.  Tatham,  but  whatever  is  comprised  in  the  title 
deeds,  I  take  it  they  must  have  security  upon ;  and  as  regards  any 
minor  pieces  which  are  comprised  in  their  deeds,  but  as  to  which 
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the  anterior  title  has  not  been  produced,  they  mnst  take  such  title 
as  they  can  get. 

There  is  no  such  extravagant  doctrine  as  that  which  has  been 
contended  for,  that  if  a  man,  who  is  purchasing  or  taking  a  mort- 
gage over  a  large  estate  as  to  which  the  title  is  furnished  to  him, 
chooses;,  as  to  a  small  portion,  to  be  content  with  a  short  title,  then 
as  to  all  the  rest  of  the  estate  he  is  to  be  affected  with  notice  of 
something  which  he  might  have  found  out  if  he  had  investigated 
the  earlier  title  to  the  small  portion.  That  would  be  carrying  the 
doctrine  of  constructive  notice  to  a  greater  length  than  it  has  yet 
been  carried. 

It  was  also  suggested  that,  if  they  had  looked  back  to  the  deeds, 
they  would  have  found  Mr.  Waiters,  the  solicitor,  attesting  several 
of  the  deeds,  but  the  attesting  by  no  means  shews  that  he  was  the 
solicitor ;  and,  in  the  next  place,  it  has  never  been  the  doctrine  of 
this  Court  that  you  are  obliged  to  look  at  the  name  of  the  attest* 
ing  witness  in  such  transactions  to  ascertain  all  his  relations  to 
the  parties  executing  the  deed.  And  no  such  proposition  can  be 
maintained. 

Then  it  was  said  that  there  were  conditions  of  sale,  in  which 
Walters*  name  appeared  as  the  solicitor ;  but  the  utmost  that  can 
be  said  is,  that  you  must  take  the  l^al  and  equitable  title  as 
you  find  it  conveyed  by  the  deeds ;  and  if  you  find  a  sale  recited, 
you  are  not  bound  to  inquire  into  all  the  circumstances  of  that 
sale ;  so  if  you  find  any  other  fact  recited,  you  are  not  bound  to 
inquire  into  all  the  attendant  circumstances. 

The  utmost  that  can  be  maintained  is,  that  you  must  take  the 
consequences  of  the  deduction  of  title  into  another  person  than 
yourself,  and  submit  to  any  priority  of  title  so  obtained,  and  the 
doctrine  cannot  be  put  any  higher. 

I  think  that  the  Yioe-Chancellor  has  come  to  a  correct  con- 
clusion, and  that  the  negligence  of  Mr.  Darnell  has  caused  him, 
notwithstanding  any  equities  between  himself  and  WaUerSy  to  be 
postponed  to  Walters^  alienee,  Mr.  Curling. 
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Sib  W.  ]^L  James,  L. J. : — 

This  case  appears  to  me  one  of  the  simplest  end  plainest  cafes 
that  were  ever  presented  to  a  Court  of  Equity.    It  has  been  con- 
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tended  on  the  part  of  the  Appelleints  that  the  deed  under  which 
Mrs.  Curling  claims  title,  that  is  to  say,  the  deed  of  conveyance 
to  Mr.  Walters^  was  an  absolute  nullity ;  and  this  is  based  upon  a 
statement  that  one  of  the  mortgagees  executed  it  upon  the  repre- 
sentation that  it  was  a  matter  of  form,  and  that  it  had  been  pre- 
viously executed  by  Mr.  Darnell. 

With  regard  to  Mr.  Darnell^  the  other  mortgagee,  the  only 
evidence  is,  that  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  the  deed  was  executed 
by  him  with  the  full  confidence  with  which  he  was  in  the  liabit 
of  executing  all  deeds  placed  before  him  by  his  own  confidential 
solicitor,  Mr.  Walters. 

To  my  mind  it  is  almost  ludicrous  to  contend,  and  it  would  be 
most  injurious  to  hold,  that  a  man  executing  a  deed  and  signing  a 
receipt  as  a  matter  of  form  should  be  able  to  say  that  it  is  a 
nullity.  Many  young  men  put  their  names  to  pieces  of  paper  upon 
the  representation  that  it  is  a  mere  matter  of  form,  and  that  they 
will  never  hear  any  more  of  it.  They  learn  by  experience  that  the 
form  is  a  painful  substance.  Many  a  trustee  has  endeavoured  in 
vain  in  this  Court  to  escape  from  the  consequences  of  his  acts  by 
saying,  "  I  signed  a  deed,  and  I  signed  a  receipt  for  money  as  a 
matter  of  conformity  ;"  which  is  another  mode  for  saying,  **  I 
executed  it  as  a  matter  of  form."  But  those  trustees  have  been 
made  most  painfully  to  learn  that  the  instrument  they  have  so 
signed  will,  with  the  consequences,  follow  them,  and  cause  them  to 
suffer  for  their  negligence. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  such  statements  as  those  made  to  Mr. 
HufUer — such  confidence  as  that  which  is  said  to  have  been  reposed 
by  Mr.  Darnell — are  not  circumstances  which  will  afford  the  slightest 
ground  for  saying  that  a  deed  is  void. 

We  have  been  referred  to  the  cases  of  Kennedy  v.  Green  (1)  and 
Vorley  v.  Cooke  (2),  and  other  cases,  as  leading  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  deed  in  this  case  is  void,  because  certain  deeds  there  were 
held  to  be  void.  As  those  cases  have  been  cited,  I  think  it  right 
for  myself  to  say  that — not  in  the  slightest  degree  disputing  the 
perfect  correctness  of  the  particular  conclusions  which  were  arrived 
at  in  those  cases — ^not  in  the  slightest  degree  disputing  the  correct- 
ness of  the  equitable  relief  which  was  given  there — I  am  not 
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prepared  to  concur  in  the  conclusion  that  the  facts  in  any  one  of 
those  cases  would  have  sustained  at  law  a  plea  of  non  est  factum; 
and  if  the  contention  of  the  Appellants  be  well  founded,  that  the 
logical  sequence  from  those  cases  is  that  the  deed  in  this  case  is 
Toid,  to  my  mind  it  would  be  a  very  apt  and  very  useful  illustra- 
tion of  the  ailment  which  is  called  the  reductto  ad  absurdum. 

It  is  then  said  that,  assuming  the  legal  estate  to  have  passed  to 
Walters,  so  that  lie  was  capable  of  conveying  something,  and  that 
be  had  some  estate  in  him  at  the  time  when  he  executed  the 
equitable  mortgage  to  Mr.  Curling,  then  there  are  two  conflicting 
acts  in  this  case ;  that  there  was  an  equity  which  still  remained  in 
Darnell  prior  in  time,  and  therefore  prior  to  the  right  in  equity 
which  Mr.  Curling  acquired  by  the  execution  of  that  deed.  To  my 
mind  that  question  also  is  very  simple.  We  have  simply  to  con- 
sider whether,  where  an  agent  has  committed  a  fraud,  the  principal 
who  has  trusted  that  agent,  or  another  person  who  has  dealt  with 
him  has  to  answer  for  the  consequences  of  that  fraud ;  whether, 
where  a  person  has,  either  through  fraud  or  otherwise,  executed 
a  deed,  and  signed  a  receipt  containing  an  unmistakeable  repre- 
sentation of  a  matter  of  fact,  the  person  who  has  so  executed  the 
deed  and  signed  the  receipt  is  to  suffer  the  loss  arising  from  an 
undue  use  made  of  them,  or  another  person,  who  has,  in  the 
ordinary  course  of  business,  without  negligence  or  default  of  any 
kind,  trusted  to  the  documents  which  contained  that  representa- 
tion. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  of  equity  is  the  rule  of  common 
sense ;  that  the  principal  must  suffer  for  the  fraud  of  his  agent, 
and  not  the  stranger  who  is  dealing  with  the  agent ;  that  the  man 
who  has  made  the  representations,  under  whatever  circumstances, 
must  bear  the  consequences  of  those  representations,  and  not  the 
man  who  has  trusted  to  the  representations  so  made. 

It  ^va^>  then  contended  that,  assuming  all  this  to  be  in  favour  of 
3Ir.  Curling,  there  was  some  degree  of  negligence  on  the  part  of 
Mr.  Curlings  solicitor,  Mr.  Tathara,  which  is  to  postpone  the  prior 
equity  which  otherwise  Mr.  Curling  would  have.  The  way  in 
which  that  was  put  was  this :  it  was  said  that  if  the  solicitor  had 
examined  the  deeds  with  very  great  accuracy — if  he  had  minutely 
examined  the  maps — if  he  had  minutely  examined  all  the  recitals 
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in  all  the  deeds  shewing  the  devolution  and  the  deductions  from 
the  previous  title — ^he  would  have  been  led  to  the  discovery  that 
tliere  were  certain  inconsistencies  in  the  deeds,  that  a  man  was 
professing  to  convey  under  a  title  which,  when  carefully  examined, 
did  not  include  the  whole  of  the  property ;  and  that  if  he  had  gone 
further,  and  made  further  inquiries,  it  is  possible  or  probable  he 
might  have  learnt  that  there  had  been  a  sale  by  auction ;  and  he 
would  have  learnt  that,  upon  that  sale  by  auction,  certain  par- 
ticulars and  conditions  of  sale  were  issued  which  were  a  mere 
repetition  of  particulars  and  conditions  of  sale  that  were  used 
upon  some  former  occasion ;  and  that  he  would  have  found  that  a 
Mr.  Ralph  Walters  was  referred  to  as  the  person  from  whom  infor- 
mation was  to  be  obtained  in  respect  of  it ;  then  he  would  have 
inferred  from  that  that  Mr.  Balph  Walters  was  the  solicitor  for  the 
parties,  and  he  ought  to  have  inferred  that  Ralph  Walters,  the 
alienee  in  the  deed  of  conveyance,  was  the  same  person  who  had 
been  the  solicitor  of  some  of  the  parties,  and,  finding  that  out,  he 
would  have  been  led  to  make  further  inquiries  which  would  have 
resulted  in  the  discovery  of  the  fraud. 

It  appears  to  me  that  the  proper  place  for  such  an  argument  as 
that  would  be  in  some  satirical  work  ridiculing,  by  clever  exaggera- 
tions, the  doctrines  of  the  Court  of  Equity  with  respect  to  construc- 
tive notice.  It  is  not,  to  my  mind,  a  substantial  argument,  capable 
of  being  addressed  with  any  effect  to  any  Court  whatever.  I  am  of 
opinion,  upon  all  these  grounds,  that  this  appeal  totally  fails,  and 
that  the  decision  of  the  Vice-chancellor  is  right,  and  ought  to  be 
affirmed  with  costs. 


Sib  G.  Mellish,  L.  J. : — 

The  only  part  of  this  case  upon  which  I  wish  to  make  any  obser- 
vations is,  the  question  whether  the  legal  estate  in  the  property 
passed  by  the  deed  executed  by  Mr.  Hunter^  and  the  legal  estate 
in  the  small  portion  of  it  which  was  in  Darnell,  passed  by  the  same 
deed  as  having  been  executed  by  DameU.  Now,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  there  is  evidence  that  both  Bwnier  and  Damdl  were  induced 
by  the  fraud  of  Walters  to  execute  that  deed ;  but  the  mere  cir- 
cumstance that  they  were  induced  to  execute  it  by  fraud  does  not 
make  it  a  void  deed  in  point  of  law.    But  it  is  said  that  there  ia 
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something  moie  than  this,  and  that  \ihere  a  deed  is  procured  by 

an  actnal  fsAse  representation  respecting  the  contents  of  the  deed 

itself,  or  respecting  the  legal  efiect  of  the  deed,  there  the  deed  is 

not  only  yoidablCy  but  is  actually  void  at  law,  and,  being  void,  the 

parties  are  in  the  same  position  as  if  it  had  never  been  executed 

at  alL    Thence,  no  doubt,  it  would  follow,  that  Mr.  Walters  never 

got  any  estate  in  these  premises  at  all,  and  therefore  that  an 

equitable  mortgage  by  him  would  be  altc^ther  invalid. 

Now,  in  my  opinion,  it  is  still  a  doubtful  question  at  law,  on 

which  I  do  not  wish  to  give  any  decisive  opinion,  whether,  if  there 

be  a  fiJse  representation  respecting  the  contents  of  a  deed,  a  person 

who  is  an  educated  person,  and  who  might,  by  very  simple  means, 

have  satisfied  himself  as  to  what  the  contents  of  the  deed  really 

were,  may  not.  by  executing  it  negligently  be  estopped  as  between 

himself  and  a  person  who  innocently  acts  upon  the  faith  of  the 

deed  being  valid,  and  who  accepts  an  estate  under  it.  I  do  not  think 

that  the  case  of  Stoan  v.  North  British  Australasian  Company  (1) — a 

decision  of  which  the  learned  yice-Chancellor  disapproves — is  really 

a  direct  authority  upon  that  question,  because  in  that  case  a  transfer 

•of  shares  had  been  executed  in  blank;  the  person  who  executed  it 

owned  shares  in  two  companies,  and  gave  authority  to  the  broker 

to  fill  them  up  with  shares  in  one  company,  and  the  broker  filled 

them  up  with  shares  in  another  company,  which  were  afterwards 

transferred  to  an.  innocent  person.    There  the  Court  said  that  the 

whole  thing  was  a  forgery,  and  that  the  negligence  of  the  transferor 

in  executing  the  deed  in  blank  was  not  the  real  and  proximate  cause 

of  the  loss,  which  was  the  forgery  of  the  broker  in  filling  the  deeds 

up  with  shares  differing  from  those  which  he  was  authorized  to  fiU 

them  up  with.    That  decision  does  not  go  to  the  extent  of  saying 

that  if  the  broker  had  filled  them  up  with  the  same  shares  which 

he  was  authorized  to  insert,  and  therefore  had  done  what  he  was 

authorized  to  do,  that  then,  because  it  was  void  at  law  from  being 

•executed  in  blank,  nevertheless  the  principal  might  not  have  been 

estopped.    Some  of  the  Judges  expressed  an  opinion  that  in  no 

•case  where  a  deed  is  void  in  that  way  could  there  be  an  estoppel ; 

but  no  conclusive  opinion  was  given  on  that  point,  and  I  do  not 

think  it  necessary  for  me  in  this  case  to  give  any  opinion  upon  it, 

(1)  7  H.  &  N.  603. 
Vol.  Vn.  /  1 
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because  I  quite  agree  with  what  has  been  said  by  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor and  the  Lord  Justice,  that  in  this  case  there  is  no  evidence 
of  any  such  misrepresentation  as  respects  the  contents  of  the 
deed  and  the  legal  effect  of  the  deed,  as  would  make  it  void  on 
that  ground. 

Now,  what  is  the  case  as  respects  Hunter  ?  Li  the  first  place, 
when  we  are  to  depend  solely  on  the  evidence  of  the  person  him- 
self to  prove  that  there  was  a  false  representation  made  to  him  a» 
to  the  contents  of  the  deed  at  the  time  he  executed  it,  we  must 
look  at  that  evidence  with  very  considerable  care  before  we  act 
upon  it  so  as  to  set  a  deed  aside  as  against  the  person  who  has  honA 
fide  acted  upon  the  faith  of  the  deed  being  genuiue.  Even  if  we 
take  what  he  says  literally,  there  is,  in  my  opinion,  no  sufScient 
evidence.  He  is  informed  by  a  letter  written  to  him — ^the  letter 
no  doubt  contains  many  false  representations,  but  still  he  is 
informed — ^that  the  estate  has  been  sold,  that  Mr.  WaUers  himself 
may  become  the  purchaser,  and  the  object  of  the  deed,  he  is 
informed,  is  the  conveyance  of  the  estate ;  he  is  also  told  that  the 
purchaser,  who,  in  fact,  is  WaUers^  will  be  willing,  if  the  interest 
is  reduced,  to  keep  the  original  mortgage ;  and  when  the  deed  is 
brought,  it  really  is  exactly  the  deed  which  was  requisite  to  carry 
out  the  transaction,  with  this  exception,  that  it  does  not  contain, 
the  new  mortgage.  If  there  had  been  a  new  mortgage  executed 
by  a  separate  deed,  the  transaction  would  have  been  such  as  it  waa 
represented  to  be. 

Then,  when  the  deed  is  brought,  Mr.  WaUers  makes  no  state- 
ment as  to  what  the  contents  of  the  deed  are,  but  says  it  is  a  mere 
form,  and  Mr.  Hunter  does  not  ask  what  the  contents  of  the  deed 
are.  When  a  man  knows  that  he  is  conveying  or  doing  something^ 
with  his  estate,  but  does  not  ask  what  is  the  precise  effect  of  the 
deed,  because  he  is  told  it  is  a  mere  form,  and  has  such  confidence 
in  his  solicitor  as  to  execute  the  deed  in  ignorance,  then,  in  my 
opinion,  a  deed  so  executed,  although  it  may  be  voidable  upon  the 
ground  of  fraud,  is  not  a  void  deed. 

But,  as  respects  DameWs  execution,  there  is  absolutely  no 
evidence  whatever  as  to  how  he  came  to  execute  it,  though  we 
have  reason  to  suppose  tliat  he  was  induced  to  execute  it  by  fraud, 
otherwise  it  is  difficult  to  see  why  he  should  go  on  receiving  the 
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interest  on  the  mortgage ;  but  what  the  fraud  was  we  are  wholly  L.  c. 
ignorant ;  and  to  infer,  when  the  evidence  is  in  that  state,  that  the 

nature  of  the  fraud  was  a  misrepresentation  respecting  the  contents  — 

of  the  deed,  or  the  effect  of  the  deed,  is,  in  my  opinion,  an  Hunter 

inference  that  certainly  no  Court  ought  to  draw.  avalters, 

I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  add  anything  upon  the  equitable  Cubling 

grounds,  though  I  conceive  that    the  parties  who  signed  the  Walters, 

receipt  are  guilty  of  such  negligence  that  they  ought  to  be  post-  d^Z^  l 

poned  in  equity  to  Mr.  Curlinff,  who  had  a  perfectly  equitable  «• 

title  without  any  notice,  and  who  advanced  his  money  on  the  -1— 
faith  of  the  representation  contained  in  that  instrument. 

Solicitor  for  Mr.  Darnell :  Mr.  J.  Crowdy. 

Solicitors  for  the  Defendants :  Messrs.  Farrer,  Ouvry,  dt  C!cv 
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L.  Jj.  CAEVER  v.  PINTO  LEITE. 

1 87 1  Frojcike — Fraiudion  of  Documents — Discovery, 

^ov.  21.  Although,  in  considering  whether  the  role  that  a  Defendant  who  submits 

to  give  discovery  must  make  full  discovery  is  to  be  applied,  the  Ck)urt  does 
not  in  general  weigh  nicely  the  materiality  of  the  discovery  sought  still,  if 
the  discovery  is  such  as  might  be  used  for  purposes  prejudicial  to  the 
Defendant  irrespective  of  the  suit,  the  Court  will  look  narrowly  to  the  ques- 
tion whether  there  is  a  reasonable  prospect  of  its  being  of  material  service  to 
J  the  plaintiff  at  the  hearing. 

The  Defendants  in  a  suit  to  restrain  infringement  of  trade-marks  having 

sealed  up  certain  parts  of  entries  and  letters  admitted  to  relate  to  the  matters 

in  question  in  the  cause,  were  ordered  by  the  Duchy  Court  of  Lancaster 

^  to  unseal  the  names  of  customers,  and  of  places,  and  the  prices,  forming  parts 

'/  ^^  ^^^      of  such  entries,  and  to  unseal  the  portions  of  letters  and  copies  of  letters  which 

contained  the  names  of  the  writers  and  of  the  persons  to  whom  the  letters 
which  were  copied  were  sent,  and  the  places  to  and  from  which  the  letters 
were  sent,  and  the  description  of  the  marks  to  be  placed,  or  which  had  been 
placed,  on  the  goods  referred  to  in  such  letters : — 

Htld^  on  appeal,  that  the  Defendants  ought  not  to  be  compelled  to  disclose 
the  names  of  customers,  or  the  names  of  persons  to  or  from  whom  letters 
were  sent  or  received,  or  any  prices,  inasmuch  as  such  discovery  might  be 
used  in  a  manner  prejudicial  to  the  Defendants  in  their  trade,  and  was  not 
likely  to  assist  the  Plaintiffs  in  makiug  out  their  case  at  the  hearing;  but 
that  the  order  of  the  Vice-chancellor  was  in  other  respects  right. 

JL  HIS  was  a  motion  by  the  Defendants  by  way  of  appeal  from  an 
order  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  the  Duchy  Court  of  LancoiieT  as 
to  the  sealing  up  of  parts  of  certain  books  and  papers,  the  nature  of 
which  will  be  found  stated  in  the  judgment  of  the  Vice-Chancellor. 

The  bill  was  filed  to  prevent  the  Defendants  from  impressing 
on  goods  exported  by  them  to  'Portugal  certain  marks  which 
the  Flaintifib  alleged  to  be  the  Plaintiffs'  trade-marks.  On  the 
11th  of  April,  1870,  an  order  was  made  for  the  Defendants  to 
file  an  affidavit  as  to  documents  relating  to  the  matters  in 
question  in  the  suit  and  to  produce  them,  except  such  as  they 
might  by  their  affidavit  object  to  produce,  the  Defendants  to  be 
at  liberty  to  seal  up  such  parts  of  the  documents  as  did  not  relate 
to  the  matters  in  question  in  the  suit« 

The  Defendants,  by  their  affidavit,  after  setting  out  a  schedule 
of  documents,  and  objecting  to  produce  those  in  the  second  part, 
stated  as  follows :  "  We  have  sealed  up  part  of  the  documents 
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referred  to  in  the  first  part  of  the  said  schedule,  and  we  swear       L.  JJ. 
positively  that  there  is  not  contained  in  any  or  either  of  the  por-       1871 
tions  BO  sealed  up  any  memorandum^  minute,  or  entry  relating      Cabteb 
directly  or  indirectly  to  the  matters  in  question  in  this  cause,  j^^^j^^^j^ 

or  any  of  them,  or  whereby  or  wherefrom,  to  the  best  of  our  know-       

ledge  and  belief,  the  plaintiffs  could  gather  any  information  or 
knowledge  which  would  in  anywise  enable  them  to  establish,  or 
aid  them  in  endeavouring  to  establish,  the  claims  set  up  by  them 
in  their  re-amended  bill." 

The  Defendants  having  sealed  up  parts  of  various  entries  in 
their  books,  and  of  various  letters,  relating  to  the  matters  in 
question,  the  Plaintiffs  applied  for  an  order  to  oblige  the  Defen- 
dants to  uncover  them,  and  on  the  22nd  of  August,  1870,  the 
District  Begistrar  made  an  order  that  the  Defendants  should,  within 
fourteen  days  after  service,  disclose  the  entirety  of  every  entry  in  > 
their  books  relating  to  the  matters  in  the  suit,  and  should 
accordingly  unseal  and  uncover  the  names  of  manufacturers,  cus- 
tomers, or  other  persons,  and  of  places,  and  the  prices,  and  other 
particulars  forming  part  or  parts  of  such  entries  in  erery  case  in 
which  such  names,  prices,  or  particulars  were  then  sealed  up  or 
covered.  The  Defendants  applied  to  the  Vice-Chancellor  to  dis- 
charge this  order. 

On  the  24th  of  March,  1871,  the  Plaintiffs  moved  before  the 
Yice-Chancellor  that  an  order  might  be  made  directing  the 
Defendants  to  unseal  the  whole  of  the  books,  letters,  copies  of 
letters,  and  documents  produced  by  them,  and  which  had  been 
sealed  up  by  them ;  or  that  the  Defendants  might  be  ordered  to 
unseal  those  portions  of  the  said  letters  and  copies  of  letters  which 
contained  the  names  of  the  writers  of  the  said  letters,  and  of  the 
persons  to  whom  those  copies  were  sent^  and  of  the  places  to  and 
from  which  the  said  letters  were  sent,  and  which  contained  a 
description  of  the  stamp  or  mark  to  be  placed  on,  or  which  had 
been  placed  on,  the  goods  referred  to  in  such  letters ;  and  that 
they  might  also  be  ordered  to  unseal  those  portions  of  the  books 
which  contained  the  names  of  the  persons  by  whom  the  goods  were 
ordered  and  to  whom  they  were  sent,  and  from  whom  they  ordered 
them  to  be  manufactured,  and  also  which  contained  the  stamps  or 
marks  to  be  placed  upon  the  said  goods,  and  all  reference  thereto. 
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L.  JJ.  Before  either  of  these  applications  to  the  Yice-Chancellor  had 

1S71       been  disposed  of,  the  Defendants  pat  in  their  answer,  by  which 

Carver     they  denied  the  Plaintiffs'  right  to  the  marks  as  trade-marks,  and 

FiNTo^ Leite  ^®^®<1  *^*^  ^^7  deception  had  been  practised  on  the  public.  They 

—       farther  stated  that  they  affixed  the  marks  as  agents  for,  and  by  the 

directions  of,  easterners  in  Portugal,  to  whom  they  sold  the  goods. 

On  the  15th  of  April,  1871,  the  Vice-Chancellor  made  the 

following  order  upon  the  motion  by  the  Plaintiffs : — "  That  the 

Defendants  do,  on  or  before  the  9th  of  June  next,  unseal  and 

produce  to  the  Plaintiffs  the  portions  of  the  letters  and  copies  of 

letters  mentioned  in  their  affidavit  of  documents  which  contain 

the  names  of  the  writers  and  of  the  persons  to  whom  those  copies 

were  sent,  and  of  the  places  from  and  to  which  the  letters  were 

sent,  and  which  contained  a  description  of  the  stamp  or  mark  to 

be  placed,  or  which  had  been  placed,  on  the  goods  referred  to  in 

such  letters." 

On  the  same  15th  of  April,  1871,  the  Vice-Chancellor,  on  the 
application  by  the  Defendants  to  discharge  or  vary  the  Registrar's 
order  of  the  22nd  of  August,  1870,  made  an  order  directing  it  to 
be  varied  by  striking  out  the  word  "manufacturers,"  but  not 
further  or  otherwise  (1). 

(1)  1871    April  15.  ^^^®  ^  refuse  production  of  a  document 

which  the  Plaintiff  might  require  the 

Mr.  Wickens,  V.C.  :—  Defendant  to  set  out  verbatim.    Still, 

It  is  proper  to  state  here,  in  the  first  as  a  matter  of  fact,  it  was  recognized  in 

instance,  the  view  that  I  take  of  the  practice. 

existing  practice  as  to  the  discovery  of  The  alteration  of  practice  in  1852 

documents.  gave  the  Plaintiff  a  right  to  an  order  on 

Before  the  alterations  of  the  practice  summons  for  the  production  and  inspec- 

in  1852  there  was  a  distinction  between  tion  of  documents  before  answer.     But 

the  right  to  a  full  answer  and  the  right  it  was  not,  I  conceive,  intended  to  en- 

to  discovery  of  documents,  inasmuch  as  large  the  Plaintiffs  right  to  discovery 

the  Plaintiff    was  entitled  to  a  full  by  a  side-wind.     I  apprehend  that  the 

answer  (in  the  absence  of  a  plea  or  Defendant  is  still  entitled  to  resist  the 

demurrer)  to  every  question  relevant  to  production  of  documents  before  answer, 

the  statements  in  the  bill,  whereas  the  not  only  on  the  ground  that  he  intends 

order  for  the  production  of  documents  to  plead,  or  plead  and  answer,  but  also 

was  so  far  discretionary  that  the  Court  on  an  allegation,  supported   by  such 

only  made  it  if,  on  comparing  the  bill  evidence  as  the  circumstances  render 

and  answer,  the  Court  thought  that  the  necessary,  that  his  answer,  when  filed. 

Plaintiff  had  a  prima  facie  right  to  see  will  displace  the  Plaintifl's  right  to 

them.    This  was  sometimes  said  to  in-  production  in  whole  or  in  ^tU 

vulvc  a  contradiction,  since  it  would  be  It  seems  to  me  that  these  principles 
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The  Defendants  moved,  by  way  of  appeal,  to  discharge  the  first 
above-mentioned  order  of  the  15th  of  April,  1871 ;  so  much  of  the 
second  order  of  that  date  as  directed  the  order  of  the  22nd  of 
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must  apply  to  the  question  of  sealing 
up.  That  'which  a  Defendant  is  en- 
titled to  seal  up  must  he  that  which  if 
on  a  separate  paper  he  would  not  he 
hound  to  produce. 

It  was  on  these  grounds  that  I  post- 
poned my  decision  on  the  Defendant's 
motion  till  I  had  seen  the  answer. 

The  Defendants  deny  the  Plaintiffs' 
property  in  the  marks,  and  any  decep- 
tion on  the  puhlic  effected  hy  means  of 
them.  They  say  that  they  are  mere 
agents  oheying  the  instructions  of  cus- 
tomers in  Portugal^  and  that  the  marks 
complained  of  are  impressed  on  the 
covering  of  the  goods  by  the  Defendants' 
workmen  and  in  their  warehouse.  And 
they  deny  any  pecuniary  interest  which 
could  lead  them  to  perpetrate  any  such 
fraudulent  acts  as  are  complained  of. 
The  impression  which  the  answer  con- 
veys is  that  of  an  unwillingness  to  dis- 
close more  than  is  absolutely  necessary. 
But  it  is  fair  to  observe  that  what  the 
Defendants  seek  to  guard  is  the  secret 
of  their  prindpals  rather  than  their 
own. 

The  documents  to  which  this  motion 
relates  are  entries  in  certain  trade  books 
described  as  order  books,  purchase 
books,  and  certain  portions  of  a  bundle 
of  invoices.  Each  item  in  the  order 
book  runs  across  a  double  page,  and  is 
divided  into  seven  parts.  The  first  and 
seventh  of  these  are  only  index  num- 
bers. The  other  five  shew,  1.  The 
date  of  the  order;  2.  The  description  of 
the  goods;  3.  Who  gave  it;  4.  Whence 
it  came ;  and  5.  To  what  manufacturer 
the  execution  of  it  was  entrusted.  Each 
item  in  the  purchase  book  runs  also 
across  a  double  page,  and  after  the  date 
and  the  number  of  the  order  contains 


the  following  columns:  Marks,  Of 
whom  bought,  Quantity,  Price,  De- 
scription, Value,  Delivery,  Terms,  &c., 
and  Instructions.  The  invoices  are 
from  stamp  manufacturers  who  have 
supplied  the  stamps  by  which  the 
marks  are  impressed  on  the  goods. 

The  purchase  and  order  books  as  pro- 
duced are  sealed  up  to  an  extent  which 
cannot  well  be  understood  without  in- 
spection, but  which  certainly  strikes  me 
as  unusual,  and  as  calculated  to  make 
useless  the  discovery  to  be  extracted 
from  them.  The  order  of  the  District 
Begistrar,  which  the  defendants  seek  to 
discharge,  is  dated  the  22nd  of  August, 
1870,  and  directs  that  the  Defendants 
shall  within  a  limited  time  disclose  the 
entirety  of  every  entry  in  their  books 
relating  to  the  matters  in  this  suit,  and 
shall  accordingly  unseal  and  uncover 
the  names  of  manufacturers,  customers, 
or  other  persons,  and  of  places,  and  the 
prices,  or  other  particulars  forming  part 
or  parts  of  such  entries,  in  every  case  in 
which  such  names,  prices,  or  particulars 
are  now  sealed  up  or  covered. 

It  seems  to  me,  after  some  considera- 
tion, that  for  the  purpose  of  the  issues 
which  will  have  to  be  tried  at  the  hear- 
ing, the  names  of  the  manufacturers  of 
the  goods  can  hardly  be  relevant  The 
other  particulars  are,  I  think,  prima 
facie  such  as  the  Plaintiff  may  reason- 
ably require  to  see.  The  case  against 
the  Defendants,  it  will  be  remembered, 
is  in  substance,  and  taking  the  bill  and 
answer  together,  that  they  are  the 
agents  through  whom  certain  Portu- 
guese tradesmen  acquire  the  means  of 
supplanting  the  Plaintiffs  in  Portugal, 
selling  goods  of  inferior  quality  with 
the  marks  which  the  Plaintiffs  attach 
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L.  JJ.       August,  1870,  to  be  raried  no  further  than  by  striking  out  the 
1871        word  **  manufacturers^"  and  the  whole  of  the  order  of  the  22nd  of 
Cabtbb      August,  1870. 

9, 
FUNTO  liBITS*  __ 

— »  Mr.    Northf    for   the    appeal    motion,  referred    to    Moore  v. 

Craven  (1). 


to  goods  of  superior  qnality.  The  goods 
sold  are  long  since  dispersed  and  irre- 
coverable, and  the  only  obvious  test  of 
their  quality  would  be  the  price  paid 
for  them  to  the  manufacturer.  Nor  can 
I  doubt  that  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled 
to  know  the  customen'  names  and  the 
places  to  which  they  are  sent,  and,  in 
fact,  all  that  the  purchase  and  order 
books  shew,  except  the  manufacturers' 
names.  I  think  also,  though  with  more 
doubt,  that  the  same  principle  would 
apply  to  the  iiames  and  addresses  of 
the  manufacturers  of  the  stamps  as  to 
the  names  of  the  manufacturers  of  the 
goods.  It  does  not  occur  to  me  at  pre- 
sent that  these  names  or  addresses  are 
likely  to  be  useful  to  the  Plaintiffs  for 
any  legitimate  purpose,  and,  on  the 
whole,  I  am  not  prepared  to  order  the 
Defendants  to  unseal  them.  I  propose 
to  vary  the  District  Registrar's  order  by 
striking  out  the  word  "  manufacturers," 
but  no  further. 

With  regard  to  the  Plaintiffs' motion, 
I  propose  to  order  that  the  Defendants 
shall  unseal  the  portions  of  the  letters 
and  copies  of  letters  which  contain  the 
names  of  the  writers  of  the  letters,  and 
of  the  persons  to  whom  those  copied 
were  sent,  and  of  the  places  from  and 
to  which  the  letters  were  sent,  and 
which  contained  a  description  of  the 
stamp  or  mark  to  be  placed  on,  or  which 
had  been  placed  on,  the  goods  referred 
to  in  such  letters. 

I  am  not  quite  sure  that  I  am  right 
in  treating  all  the  rest  of  the  Plaintiffs' 
notice  of  motion  as  being  either  too 
Iai:ge  or  superfluous.    Probably,  how- 


ever, what  I  have  said  will  sufficiently 
explain  what  I  think  the  Plaintiffs' 
rights  are.  

(1)  1870.  Jan.  26.  L.  C.  &  L.  J.  G. 
MooBE  V.  Cbaven. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of 
Vice-chancellor  Sir  John  Stuart^  allows 
ing  an  exception  to  the  answer  of  the^ 
Defendant. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  assignees  in 
bankruptcy  of  Messrs.  DaJhy  &  Chap^ 
man,  a  firm  of  wool  top  makers,  alleg- 
ing an  agreement  between  thebankrupts 
and  the  Defendant,  that  the  Defendant 
should,  as  agent  for  the  bankrupts,  selL 
such  tops  as  the  bankrupts  might  de- 
liver to  him ;  that  he  should  be  paid  in< 
respect  of  sales  a  commission  of  Is.  id. 
per  lb.  avoirdupois  of  tops  sold  by  him.; 
and  that  the  Defendant  should,  in  anti- 
cipation of  sale,  make  advances  to  the 
bankrupts  on  the  security  of  tops  d^ 
livered  to  him. 

The  bill  also  allied  that  tops  to  a 
large  extent  were  delivered  to  the  De— 
fendant  for  sale  by  him  as  agent  of  the 
bankrupts ;  thAt  accounts  professing  to- 
shew  the  dealings  between  the  parties  < 
had  been  from  time  to  time  furnished 
by  the  Defendant;  that  the  Plaintiffs- 
had  discovered  that  it  was  the  practice 
of  the  Defendant,  in  breach  of  his  duty 
as  agent  of  the  bankrupts,  to  sell  the- 
tops  delivered  to  him  at  a  higher  price 
than  the  amount  for  which  he  gave 
credit  in  the  accounts  rendered  by  him,, 
retaining  for  his  own  benefit  the  differ* 
ence  between  the  amount  for  which  he 
gave  credit  in  the  accounts  and  the 


VOL.VIL] 


CHANCEBY  APPEALS. 


95 


Mr.  Bdbinson,  conird,  referred  to  Kerr  on  Discovery  (1). 
Mr.  Norths  in  reply. 
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actual  sums  for  which  he  sold  the  tops ; 
that  the  PlaintifiGs  had  also  discovered 
that  it  was  the  practice  of  the  DefeD- 
dant,  in  further  breach  of  his  duty  as 
such  agent,  to  misrepresent  to  the  bank- 
rupts the  weight  of  bags  of  tops  de- 
livered to  him  for  sale  as  agent,  and 
that  the  Defendant  in  &ct  represented 
Uie  weight  of  tops  sold  by  him  to  be 
leas  than  their  actual  weight,  and  that 
in  this  manner  the  amount  for  which 
credit  was  given  by  the  Defendant  was 
still  further  reduced  below  the  sums 
actually  received  by  him;  that  corre- 
spondence had  taken  place  with  the 
view  of  adjusting  the  claims  of  the 
bankrupts'  estate  upon  the  Defendant, 
but  that  the  Defendant  refused  to  give 
any  information  with  reference  to  the 
sales  of  tops  effected  by  him,  or  to  state 
the  names  and  addresses  of  the  persons 
to  whom  he  sold  the  same,  or  to  ac- 
count for  the  profits  made  by  him  and 
retained  for  his  own  use. 

A  general  account  was  prayed  of  all 
dealings  and  transactions  between  the 
Defendant  and  the  bankrupts,  and  it 
was  prayed  that  the  Defendant  might 
be  charged  upon  taking  the  account 
with  all  profit  made  by  him  upon  the 
sale  of  tops  placed  in  his  hands  by  the 
bankrupts  for  sale  as  their  agent. 

The  Defendant  was  by  the  interroga- 
tories required  among  other  things  to 
state  the  names,  addresses,  and  descrip- 
tions of  the  persons  to  whom  he  sold 
the  tops,  and  the  prices  at  which  he 
sold  them. 

The  Defendant  by  his  answer  denied 
that  he  had  entered  into  the  agreement 
alleged  in  the  bill,  and  that  he  had  ever 
sold  tops  as  agent  for  the  bankrupts. 


He  admitted  that  thev  had  delivered 
to  him  tops  which  he  had  afterwards 
sold,  bat  alleged  that  in  every  case  he 
purchased  the  tops  from  the  bankrupts 
before  selling  them,  and  that  the  prices 
mentioned  in  the  accounts  were  the 
prices  at  which  he  purchased  from  the 
bankrupts. 

He  admitted  that  the  prices  obtained 
by  him  on  sales  of  tops  for  the  most 
part  did  exceed  those  given  by  him  to 
the  bankrupts  for  the  same  tops,  and 
that  if  the  Plaintiffs  were  to  establish 
his  liability  to  account  to  them  for  any 
excess  of  the  sums  received  over  those 
allowed  by  him,  a  balance  would  be 
payable  by  him  to  the  Plaintiffs. 

He  refused  to  answer  the  interroga- 
tories as  to  the  prices  for  which,  and 
the  names  and  addresses  and  descrip- 
tions of  the  persons  to  whom,  he  sold  the 
tops,  and  his  reasons  for  such  refusal 
were  stated  in  his  answer  as  follows : — 

"  The  discovery  sought  from  me  by 
the  interrogatories  filed  for  my  examina- 
tion as  to  the  prices  for  which,  and  the 
names  and  addresses  and  descriptions 
of  the  persons  to  whom,  the  tops  fur- 
nished to  me  by  the  said  Dalby  dk  Chap- 
man were  sold  by  me,  would  not,  if  I 
were  to  answer  the  said  interrogatories 
fully  as  to  such  parts  thereof  as  I  have 
hereinbefore  declined  to  answer,  in  any 
manner  tend  or  assist  to  make  out,  and 
is  not  in  any  manner  relevant  to,  the 
right  of  the  Plaintiffs  to  demand,  or  my 
liability  to  render,  such  an  account  as 
aforesaid.  The  Plaintiffs  are  themselves 
top  dealers,  and  they  and  also  the  said 
Dalby  d:  Chapman  are  my  rivals  in 
trade,  and  the  information  which  they 
seek  from  me  by  the  interrogatories,  or 
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L.  jj.     Sib  W.  M.  James,  L. J. ; — 

J^  In  this  case  it  appears  to  me  that  the  Vice-Chancellor  is  sub- 

Carveb     stantiallj  right     It  is  important  to  adhere  to  the  rule  of  the 
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parts  of  interrogatories,  which  I  have 
declined  to  answer^  would  give  them  an 
unfair  advantage  over  me  in  my  trade. 
Even  if  the  Plaintiffs  were  to  establish 
as  against  me  their  right  to  such  an 
account  as  aforesaid  (the  possibility  of 
which  I  deny),  the  discovery  which 
they  seek  from  me  by  the  interroga- 
tories, or  part  of  interrogatories,  which 
I  have  declined  to  answer  would  not  in 
any  manner  tend  or  assist  to  establish 
their  right  to^  or  be  in  any  manner  rele- 
vant to,  any  decree  which  they  could  by 
any  possibility  obtain  at  the  hearing  of 
this  cause." 

The  Plaintiffs  excepted  to  the  answer 
for  not  setting  forth  the  names,  ad- 
dresses, and  descriptions  of  the  persons 
to  whom  the  tops  furnished  to  the  De- 
fendant by  the  bankrupt  were  sold,  but 
did  not  except  on  the  ground  of  the  re- 
fusal to  set  forth  the  prices  realized. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  allowed  the  ex- 
ception, and  the  Defendant  appealed. 

Mr.  Dickinaan,  Q.C.«  and  Mr.  Bigby, 
for  the  Appellant : — 

The  agency  is  clearly  and  circum- 
stantially denied  by  the  Defendant,  and 
the  Plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to  the 
discovery  sought  until  the  agency  is 
proved.  The  only  issue  to  be  tried  at 
the  hearing  is  that  of  agency  or  no 
agency.  If  agency  is  established  a  de- 
cree to  account  would  bo  a  matter  of 
course,  and  the  Defendant  admits  that 
in  that  case  a  balance  would  be  due  from 
him.  To  entitle  a  Plaintiff  to  discovery 
he  must  shew  that  it  is  material,  and 
that  it  would  of  itself  assist  him  towards 
a  decree.  It  is  not  enough  to  say,  as 
was  said  below,  that  the  discovery 
might  put  the  Plaintiff  in  the  way  of 


getting  at  facts  which  might  so  assist 
him.  To  give  a  schedule  of  names,  ad- 
dresses, and  descriptions  of  purchasers 
would  not  of  itself  in  any  manner 
assist  the  Plaintiffs  in  getting  a  decree 
and  might  be  very  injurious  to  the 
Defendant. 

[They  cited  Marquis  of  Donegal  v. 
Stetvart  (3  Ves.  446),  De  La  Rue  v. 
Dickitison  (3  K.  &  J.  388),  and  referred 
to  Wigram  on  Discovery  (Pages  157, 
158, 168,  and  169).] 

Mr.  Oreene,  QC,  and  Mr.  Ince^  for 
Plaintiffs,  cited  and  relied  upon  H<nve 
V.  M'Keman  (30  Beav.  547),  and 
argued  that  if  they  had  the  names  and 
addresses  of  purchasers  they  might,  by 
inquiry  from  them,  or  by  inspection  of 
invoices  made  out  by  the  Defendant  to 
them,  ascertain  that  he  actually  sold  as 
agent  for  the  bankrupts,  and  thereby 
establish  the  Plaintiff*s  right  to  a  de- 
cree, and  that  they  might  in  Uke 
manner  ascertain  prices  and  weights  at 
and  according  to  which  the  Defendant 
sold,  and  by  means  of  such  information 
make  out  such  a  case  of  fiaud  as  would 
entitle  them  to  open  the  accounts. 

[They  also  cited  Kay  v.  ffargreaves 
(14  L.  T.  (N.  S.),  281).] 

LoED  Hatheblet,  L.  C.  : — 

The  Court  does  not,  when  discovery 
is  a  matter  of  indifference  to  the  De- 
fendant, weigh  in  golden  scales  the 
question  of  materiality  or  immateri- 
ality ;  but  where  the  nature  of  the 
discovery  required  is  such  that  the 
giving  of  it  may  be  prejudicial  to  the 
Defendant,  the  Court  takes  into  con- 
sideration the  special  circumstances  of 
the  case,  and  whilst,  on  the  one  hand. 
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Gomt^  that  where  the  Defendant  cannot  protect  himself  from  giving 
diacorery,  there  should  be  a  full  discovery  of  anything  which  is 
reasonably  material  to  the  Plaintiff's  case  at  the  hearing,  and 
which  may  be  produced  without  any  overwhelming  amount  of 
injury  to  the  Defendant.  Grenerally  speaking,  as  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor, if  I  may  venture  to  say  so,  well  expressed  it^  the  Court 
does  not  weigh  in  golden  scales  the  materiality  or  immateriality 
of  the  discovery  in  considering  whether  the  rule  is  to  be  applied — 
that  he  who  discovers  at  all  must  discover  fully ;  but»  as  he  goes 
<m  to  say,  there  are  cases  in  which  it  is  important  that  the  Court 
should  so  weigh  it,  namely,  cases  in  which  the  discovery  is  such  as 
the  Plaintiff,  though  £Guling  at  the  hearing,  may  afterwards  use  in 
a  way  prejudicial  to  the  Defendant.  In  such  cases  it  is  impor- 
tant to  consider  whether  the  discovery  is  material  for  the  purpose 
of  enabling  the  Plaintiff  to  establish  his  case  at  the  hearing,  or 
material  only  for  the  subsequent  purposes  of  the  suit,  in  case  the 
Plaintiff  should  succeed.  I  am  not  at  all  disposed  to  grant  dis- 
covery when  I  am  satisfied  that  it  is  likely  to  be  injurious  to  the 
Defendant,  ahd  am  not  satisfied  that  there  is  any  r^  prospect  of 
its  being  of  material  service  to  the  Plaintiff  at  the  hearing.  Upon 
that  ground  I  think  the  Vice-Chancellor's  order  in  this  case 
should  be  varied  by  not  compelling  the  Defendants  to  discover  the 
names  of  customers,  nor  to  discover  the  prices  at  which  the  goods 
were  sold  to  them  or  bought  from  anybody  else.  Those  are 
matters  which  only  concern  the  Defendants'  trade,  and  a  discovery 
of  which  cannoty  as  it  seems  to  me,  in  any  way  aid  the  Plaintifis 
in  establishing  their  title  to  the  marks  in  question. 

As  to  the  other  points  to  which  attention  has  been  drawn  by 
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it  takes  care  that  the  Plaintiff  obtains 
an  the  disoorery  which  can  he  of  use  to 
him,  on  the  other  it  is  bound  to  pro- 
tect the  Defendant  against  nndne  in- 
quisition into  his  afiaiis.  Theqnestion 
of  materiality  most  be  tested  by  refer- 
ence to  the  case  made  by  the  Plaintiff's 
pleading  and  to  what  will  be  inissoe 
at  the  hearing.  Here  the  question  to 
be  decided  ia,  agency  or  no  agency.  1£ 
agency  is  prored,  the  Defendant  admits 
that  there  would  be  a  i^t  to  an  ao- 


coont.  The  names  and  addresses  of  the 
porchaaersy  even  if  fdlly  set  oat,  woold 
net  in  any  manner  tend  to  prove  agency  • 
The  interrogatory,  therefore,  is  not 
material  to  the  issue  aboat  to  be  tried, 
and  the  exception  most  be  orcrraled 
with  costs. 

Sis  G.  M.  Giftabd,  LJ.,  concorred. 

Solicitors:  Messrs.  Edwards^  l/iy- 
ion^  &  Jaqua;  Messrs.  Jcfmtcn  A 
WeaiheraUi, 
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L.  Jj.       Mr,  Northf  I  am  not  disposed  to  vary  the  Vice-Chancellor's  order. 

1871        In  some  cases  the  Defendants  uncover  part  of  a  mark,  admitting 

Cabveb     it  to  be  part  of  one  of  the  marks  claimed  by  the  Plaintiffs.    I 

Pimto'leite  *^^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^  ^^®  ^^^  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  see  the 
— --  whole  of  the  mark,  for  the  combination  in  which  that  part  of 
a  mark  occurs  may  have  a  bearing  upon  the  question  of  infringe- 
ment or  non-infringement.  I  think  that  the  Plaintiffs  also  have 
a  right  to  see  what  directions  were  given  to  the  Defendants  with 
respect  to  those  marks.  That  may  have  a  very  considerable  bear- 
ing, if  not  immediately  on  the  relief,  certainly  upon  the  costs  to 
be  given  at  the  hearing.  Then  the  Defendant  seeks  to  avoid 
discovery  as  to  what  the  circumstances  were  under  which  the 
marks  were  put  on  the  cloth.  I  cannot  see  what  possible  harm 
such  discovery  can  do  the  Defendants  if  the  Plaintiffs  fail  at  the 
hearing,  and  it  may  materially  help  the  Plaintiffs ;  and  so  with 
regard  to  what  the  marks  were  which  were  actually  put  on,  and 
what  directions  were  given  as  to  that.  Then  as  to  the  names  of 
the  people  to^whom  the  goods  were  sent,  it  does  seem  to  me  that 
there  can  be  no  harm  in  the  Defendant  shewing  the  names  of  the 
places  in  Fortugal  (he  admits  they  all  went  there)  to  which  the 
goods  were  sent.  It  is  not  like  the  case  of  a  trade  secret  of  any 
kind.  That  being  so,  it  appears  to  me  that  our  order  should  be  to 
this  effect : — 

Direct  that,  notwithstanding  the  order  of  the  District  Registrar 
of  the  22nd  of  August,  1870,  and  the  Vice-Chancellor's  two  orders 
of  the  15th  of  April,  1871,  the  Defendants  are  not  to  be  required 
to  unseal  any  portion  of  any  document  containing  the  names  or 
the  initial  letters  of  the  names  of  purchasers  or  customers,  or  the 
names  of  any  persons  to  or  from  whom  any  letters  produced  were 
written  or  received  (other  than  letters  written  to  or  by  Arsenio 
Pinto  Leiie  (1)  ),  or  the  addresses  by  post  (other  than  the  names  of 
towns)  of  such  customera,  purchasers,  or  persons,  or  any  prices. 
And  that  with  respect  to  any  portions  of  books  or  letters  or  copies 
of  letters  which  contain  any  description  of  the  stamp  or  mark  to 
be  placed,  or  which  had  been  placed,  on  the  goods  referred  to  in 
such  books  or  letters,  or  copies  of  letters,  the  discovery  by  the 

(1)  A  former  partner  of  the  Defendants. 
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D^ndants  is  to  be  limited  to  sach  stamps  or  marks  (other  than  L.  jj. 

the  names  of  any  enstomexs  or  pnichasers  stamped  or  to  be  stamped  iSTi 

on  those  goods)  as  may  be  referred  to  in  any  parts  of  letters,  or  carvcb 

copies  of  letters,  or  in  any  parts  of  snch  books,  which  haye  been  x^ixto'lbti: 

or  may  be  nneovered.    And  such  discovery  as  the  Defendants  have  

to  make  under  the  said  orders,  having  r^aid  to  this  order,  is  to  be 
made  within  seven  days  firom  the  date  hereof. 

Sib  6.  ITellish,  L.  J.,  concurred. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Sdley ShipmanyA S^Mon^ Manchester;  J. EUioi 
Tozj  Agent  for  Messrs.  EarUy  Sony  Orford,  it  Co.,  Manekeder. 
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In  re  ORIENTAL  COiOIEBCIAL  BANK.  l.  jj. 

Bb  parte  EUEOPEAN  BANK.  Jfn 

Wind ing^tp— Double  Proof — LetUr  of  Credit — Aco^mjjiodatioii  BiHs — LiahUiiy 

</ Drawer  to  Proof  both  by  Holder  and  Acceptor^ 

Bills  of  exchange  were  accepted  by  the  E.  Company^  at  the  request  of  the 
O.  Companify  npoQ  an  nndertaking  by  the  O.  Company  that  thej  would 
provide  funds  to  meet  the  bills  at  maturity.  The  bills  were  indorsed  by  the 
0.  Company^  and  discounted;  but  before  they  arrived  at  maturity  both  the 
E.  and  O.  CompaiUes  had  stopped  payment,  aod  were  in  process  of  liquida- 
tion, and  the  bills  were  dishonoured.  The  holders  of  the  biUs  recovered  the 
amount  due  on  them  by  proofs  against  the  estates  of  both  companies  under 
their  respective  windings-up: — 

Edd  (reversing  the  decision  of  Bacons  V.C.),  that  the  E.  Compatty  were 
not  entitled  under  the  contract  of  indemnity  to  prove  as  crediton  ag^nst  the 
0.  Company  for  the  amount  that  had  been  recovered  fiom  the  estate  by  the 
holders  of  the  bills. 

The  rule  in  bankruptcy  that  there  cannot  be  a  double  proof  agaiust  the 
same  estate  in  respect  of  the  same  debt,  held  to  apply  in  cases  of  winding-up 
under  the  Companies  Act,  1862. 

IHIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  Yice-Chancellor  Baoon^ 
made  in  the  tnnding-np  of    the    Oriental    Commercial  Bank, 
Limited  (1).     The  facts  were  shortly  as  follows : — 
On  the  12th  of  March,  1866,  Mr.  D.  Pappa,  the  manager  of  the 

(1)  Law  Bep.  12  Eq.  501. 
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L.  JJ.       Oriental  Commercial  Bank^  wrote  to  the  manager  of  the  European 
1871        Banh  as  follows : — 


o  ^Vt  l        "  ^®  ^®S  *^  advise  you  that  our  Oalatz  correspondent,  Mr.  E, 

CoMMEBciAL  Comtantintdi,  has  valued  upon  your  establishment  for  our  account 

Ex  varte     ^^  ^^®  ^^^  ^^  £15,250,  as  per  particulars  at  foot,  which  drafts- 

EuBOPEAx    please  honour  on  presentation  for  our  account^  on  the  usual  under- 

standing  that  we  furnish  you  with  funds  to  meet  the  same  at 

maturity." 

In  consequence  of  this  undertaking,  Mr.  Consianlinidi  drew  bills 
to  the  amount  of  £8800,  which  were  accepted  by  the  Euroj^n 
Bank,  and  handed  to  the  Oriental  Commercial  Bank  as  agents  of 
the  drawer,  and  indorsed  by  them  to  the  Agra  Bank^  who 
discounted  them. 

When  the  bills  became  due  all  the  three  banks  had  stopped 
payment,  and  were  in  process  of  liquidation ;  and  as  no  funds  had 
been  provided  to  the  European,  the  bills  were  dishonoured. 

The  Agra  Bank,  the  holders  of  the  bills,  proved  against  the 
European  Bank  for  £8804  Is.  6d,,  and  received  a  first  dividend  of 
33.  4d.  in  the  pound,  amounting  to  [£1467  6s.  lid.  Tliey  then 
proved  against  the  Oriental  Commercial  Bank,  as  the  indorsers, 
for  the  balance  of  £7336  145.  7(2.,  and  received  from  their  estate  a 
dividend  of  13«.  in  the  pound.  They  subsequently  received  a 
further  dividend  of  6d.  %d.  in  the  pound  from  the  European  Banh 
on  their  original  proof.  The  result  was  that  they  recovered  the 
full  amount  of  their  debt ;  half  being  paid  by  the  European,  and 
half  by  the  Orienial  Commercial  Bank. 

The  Oriental  Commercial  Bank  afterwards  paid  the  European 
Bank  13a.  in  the  pound  on  the  sum  of  £1467  6s.  lid.,  and 
23.  in  the  pound  on  the  whole  amount  of  the  bills;  so  that 
they  altogether  paid|155.  in  the  pound  on  the  whole  amount  of 
the  bills,  which  was  the  amount  of  dividend  paid  to  their  other 
creditors. 

The  liquidators  of  the  European  Bank  afterwards  sought  to  be 
admitted  creditors  against  the  estate  of  the  Oriental  Commercial 
Bank  for  the  sum  of  £4402  Os.  9d.,  which  they  had  been  compelled 
to  pay  through  the  breach  of  the  undertaking  to  provide  them 
with  funds  to  meet  the  bills  at  maturity.    The  Vice-Chancellor 
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admitted  the  proof,  and  the  liquidators  of  the  Oriental  Commercial     .  L.  JJ. 
Bank  appealed  from  this  decision.  1871 

In  re 

Mr.  Be  Gex,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Jaekson,  for  the  co^"^*^^ 
Appellants : —  Baku. 

The  efiTect  of  the  Vice-Chancellor's  decision  is  to  fix  the  Orien-  European 
tal  Commercial  Bank  with  a  double  liability,  and  to  make  them 
pay  dividends  twice  over  on  the  same  debt.  If  the  European 
Bahk  had  remained  solvent,  and  had  paid  the  bills  at  maturity 
in  full,  they  could  then  have  proved  against  the  Oriental  Com- 
mereiaJf  and  would  have  received  the  same  dividend  as  the  other 
creditors,  and  the  Oriental  Commercial  Bank  would  have  been  sub- 
ject to  no  claim  from  the  holders  of  the  bills.  This  claim  is 
contrary  to  the  settled  rule  in  bankruptcy.  In  the  ordinary  case 
of  an  accommodation  bill,  where  the  drawer  and  acceptor  are  both 
bankrupt,  the  holder  of  the  bill  can  prove  against  both  estates, 
but  the  acceptor  cannot  prove  against  the  drawer  on  the  implied 
contract  that  he  would  meet  the  bills  at  maturity,  without  giving 
credit  for  what  the  estate  of  the  drawer  has  paid  to  the  bill  holder ; 
and  to  this  extent  we  have  not  disputed  their  right,  and  have  paid 
them  so  much  as,  with  the  amount  which  we  paid  to  the  Agra^ 
makes  up  the  same  dividend  (15s.  in  the  pound)  which  we  have 
paid  to  our  other  creditors :  Byles  on  Bills  (1) ;  Ex  parte  Bid- 
dulph  (2) ;  Ex  parte  Came  (3).  It  can  make  no  difference  that 
the  'Oriental  Commercial  Bank  were  not  the  drawers,  but  had 
entered  into  an  express  contract  with  the  acceptors,  instead  of  an 
implied  one.  The  same  rule  is  applied  in  bankruptcy  in  the  case 
of  the  joint  and  separate  estates  of  partners.  It  is  a  reasonable 
rule,  and  is  applicable  to  the  administration  of  estates  in  the 
winding  up  of  companies,  as  well  as  in  bankruptcy :  Bigby  t. 
Maenamara  (4) ;  Companies  Act,  1862,  ss.  133, 158. 

Hr.  Eddis,  Q.C^  and  Mr.  Graham  Bastings^  for  the  European 
Bank:— 
This  is  different  from  the  ordinary  case  of  an  accommodation 

(1)  lOth  Ed.  p.  450.  (3)  Law  Bcp.  3  CL.  463. 

(2)  3  De  G.  d:  Sm.  587;  6  D.  M.  (4)  2  Cox.  415. 
&  G.  795. 


102  GHANCEBY  APPEALa  [L.  B. 

L.  JJ.      bill,  in  whicli  the  implied  contract  is,  that  the  acceptor  shall  be 
1871       borne  harmless :  Reynolds  v.  Boyle  (1).    Here  the  bills  were  ac- 
j^       cepted  upon  the  undertaking  that  before  they  arrived  at  maturity 
Oriental    ^  g^j^  sufficient  to  meet  them  should  be  lodged  with  the  acceptors. 
Bank.       The  holders  could  not  have  proved  at  all  against  the   Oriental 
Etr^ajt    Ckynmiercial  Bank  unless  they  had  ^indorsed  the  bills.    The  case. 
Bank.       therefore,  turns  upon  this  special  contract,  not  upon  the  ordinary 
relationship  of  debtor  and  creditor :  Prehn  v.  Boyai  Bank  of  Liver- 
pool (2);  Taies  v.  Soppe  (3).    The  essence  of  the  rule  against 
double  proof  is  the  identity  of  the  debt ;  but  here  the  debts  are 
totally  distinct.    The  contract  was,  in  fact»  broken  before  the  bills 
came  to  maturity,  and  we  are  entitled  to  prove  for  the  damage 
sustained  by  the  breach  of  that  contract. 

Sib  G.  Mellish,  L.  J.,  after  shortly  stating  the  facts  of  the  case, 
continued : — 

It  is  quite  obvious  that  if  this  proof  is  allowed  the  Oriental 
Commercial  Bank  will  pay  a  double  dividend  on  the  same  debt. 
It  appears  to  me  clearly  that  it  is  substantially  the  same  debt ; 
because  if  all  parties  had  been  solvent,  whatever  sums  the  Ori- 
ental Commercial  Bank  might  have  paid  to  the  Agra  Bank, 
although  they  would  have  paid  it,  no  doubt,  for  the  purpose  of 
performing  the  contract  they  had  entered  into  by  their  indorse- 
ment, yet,  substantially,  whatever  sums  they  might  have  paid  to 
the  Agra  Bank  would  have  gone  in  reduction  of  the  sum  which 
the  Oriental  Commercial  Bank  had  promised  to  pay  to  the  Euro- 
pean  Bank.  In  that  case  the  Oriental  Commercial  Bank  could 
never  have  been  called  upon  to  pay  these  bills  twice  over.  It 
would  have  made  no  difference  that  they  had  entered  into  two 
contracts  with  two  separate  parties  that  they  would  pay  the  bills — 
namely,  with  the  European  Bank  as  acceptors,  and  with  the  Agra 
Bank  as  holders.  It  is  clear  that  they  would  have  performed  both 
contracts  by  paying  the  bills  once,  because  they  had  guaranteed 
the  acceptors ;  and,  in  fact,  the  acceptance  having  been  an  ac- 
ceptance for  their  use,  their  payment  to  the  Agra  Bank  would, 
in  substance  and  in  poiat  of  law,  have  been  a  payment  by  the 
acceptors. 

Cl)  2  Scott,  N.  B.  45.  (2)  Law  Bep.  5  Ex.  92.  (3)  9  C.  B.  541. 
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Then  the  question  is,  whether,  the  parties  being  insolvent,  the       L.  JJ. 
Oriental  Commercial  Bank  can  be  liable  to  pay  two  dividends  on        i87i 
the  same  debt?    It  has  been  the  law  for  a  great  number  of  years       ^Trw 
with  reference  to  proofs  in  bankruptcy,  that  if  an  acceptor  accepts    Obiestal 
bills  for  the  accommodation  of  the  drawer,  and  the  drawer  enters      Bams. 
into  a  contract,  either  express  or  implied  (and  I  do  not  think    ^^^ 
there  is  any  difference  between  the  two),  that  he  will  provide  for      Bane. 
the  bills  when  they  become  due,  and  then  the  drawer  becomes 
bankrupt,  there  cannot  be  a  double  proof  against  his  estate, 
namely,  one  proof  by  the  holder  of  the  bill,  and  the  other  proof 
by  the  acceptor  of  the  bill  on  the  contract  of  indemnity.    Then 
the  real  question  before  us  is  this :  Does  it  make  «ny  distinction 
that  the  Oriental  Commereial  Bank  were  not  drawers,  but  entered 
into  the  contract  with  the  acceptors,  and  afterwards  became  liable 
for  the  bills  as  indorsers  ?  It  appears  to  me  that  that  ought  not  to 
make  any  distinction,  although  I  do  not  find  any  precise  decision 
upon  the  point.     The  case  of  Bigibtf  v.  Maenamara  (1)  tends  to 
shew  that  this  rule  against  double  proof  applies  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery  as  well  as  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  and  therefore 
would  apply  equally  where  companies  are  being  wound  up.    It 
seems  to  me  that  the  principle  is  a  perfectly  sound  one.    Autho- 
rities have  been  cited  to  shew  that  there  cannot  be  double  proof 
against  joint  and  separate  estates.    That  is  really  carrying  the 
same  principle  still   further,  for  in  that  case  the  proof  is  not 
twice  against  the  same  estate,  but  against  different  estates  though 
belonging  to  the  same  person.    As  to  that  application  of  the 
principle,  some  Judges  have  said  that  it  should  not  be  carried 
any  further.    But  the  principle  itself — that  an  insolvent  estate, 
whether  wound  up  in  Chancery  or  in  Bankruptcy,  ought  not  to 
pay  two  dividends  in  respect  of  the  same  debt — appears  to  me 
to  be  a  perfectly  sound  principle.    If  it  were  not  so,  a  creditor 
could  always  manage,  by  getting  his  debtor  to  enter  into  several 
distinct  contracts  vnth  different  people  for  the  same  debt,  to  obtain 
higher  dividends  than  the  other  creditors,  and  perhaps  get  his 
debt  paid  in  full.    I  apprehend  that  is  what  the  law  does  not 
allow ;  the  true  principle  is,  that  there  is  only  to  be  one  dividend 
in  respect  of  what  is  in  substance  the  same  debt,  although  there 

(1)  2  Cox,  415. 
YauyJL  K  1 
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L.  JJ.  may  be  two  separate  contracts.  Therefore,  upon  the  whole,  with 
1871  great  respect  to  the  Yice-ChanceUor,  I  am  of  opinion  that  this 
j„  j^       proof  should  not  be  allowed. 

Oriental 

^""^^^  Sm  W.  M.  James,  L.J.  :— 
Ex  parte         I  entirely  concur. 

EUBOPSAN 

^^^'  Solicitors  for  the  Oriental  Cammereicil  Banh:  Messrs.  Uptons, 

Johnson,  dt  Go» 
Solicitors  for  the  European  Bank :  Messrs.  Argles  dt  Bawlins. 


L.  JJ.  ELLIS  V.  BABKER. 

1871  [1870    E.    21.] 

^fl-  4.  Setting  aside  Deed — Trmiee-^Pressure, 

A  testator  hj  his  will  desired  his  trustees  to  give  up  his  farm  to  hi» 
nephew,  the  Plaintiff,  if  the  landlord  would  accept  him  as  tenant ;  and  in 
that  case  he  bequeathed  to  him  the;  farming  stock.  He  also  gave  some  real 
property  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  gave  legacies  and  annuities  to  the  Plaintiff's 
father,  mother,  and  sisters,  and  other  persons,  including  the  trustees.  One  of 
the  trustees  of  the  will  was  steward  to  the  landlord*  There  were  hardly  any 
assets  to  pay  the  l^;acies  and  annuities  if  the  Plaintiff  took  the  farming  stock, 
upon  which  the  trustees  represented  the  case  to  the  landlord,  who  left  it  to 
their  decision  whether  the  Plaintiff  should  be  accepted  as  tenant.  Tbey 
accordingly  refused  to  let  him  be  accepted,  unless  he  executed  a  deed  making 
oyer  the  devised  real  estate  to  pay  the  legacies  and  annuities :— < 

JBeld  (affirming  the  decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls),  that  it  was  a  breach 
of  trust  on  the  part  of  the  trustees  to  endeavour  to  induce  the  landlord  to 
refuse  his  consent  to  the  Plaintiff  havicg  the  tenancy,  which  the  testator  had 
by  his  will  expressed  his  wish  for  him  to  have ;  and  that  the  deed,  having  been 
obtained  by  means  of  that  breach  of  trust,  must  be  set  aside ;  and  that  the 
trustees,  having  made  the  suit  necessary,  and  hoetilely  contested  the  Plain- 
tiiTs  right  to  relief,  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

xHIS  was  an  appeal  by  the  Defendants,  the  trustees  of  the  will 
of  Francis  Ellis,  from  a  decree  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls. 

By  will,  dated  the  7th  of  Jane,  1865,  the  testator  appointed 
Barker  and  Godfrey  his  trustees,  and  gave  them  each  a  legacy  of 
£100.  He  gave  his  real  estate  to  his  nephew,  the  Plaintiff,  in  fee. 
He  bequeathed  to  the  superintendent  in  his  shop  a  life  annuity  of 
£30,  and  to  his  housekeeper  a  legacy  of  £100,  and  to  another 
person  a  life  annuity  of  £20,  and  gave  several  small  legacies  to 
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different  persona    He  iben  gave  to  the  PlaintiflTs  father  a  life       ^-JJ- 
annuity  of  £100,  and  to  the  Plaintiff  s  mother,  if  she  survived  her        1871 
husband,  a  life  annuity  of  £50.    Then^  after  reciting  that  he  was       £lub 
tenant  from  year  to  year  of  a  farm  at  Flixborouphf  under  Sir  Bdberi     baotb. 
Sheffield^  he  declared  it  to  be  his  wish  and  desire,  and  he  authorissed 
his  trustees,  to  give  up  the  tenancy  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff,  if  the 
landlord  would  accept  him  as  tenant ;  and  if  he  should  be  ac- 
cepted as  tenant^  but  not  otherwise,  the  testator  bequeathed  to 
him  the  farming  stock  and  implements  of  husbandry  upon  the 
farm.     He  then  gave  his  personal  estate  to  BarJcer  and  Qodfrey 
upon  trust  to  convert  it,  and  in  the  first  place  pay  thereout  his 
just  debts,  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  and  legacies, 
and  then  invest  sufficient  funds  for  the  payment  of  the  annuities ; 
and,  subject  thereto,  invest  i>d500  upon  the  trusts  therein  men* 
tioned  for  the  beneSt  of  the  Plaintiff's  seven  sisters  and  their 
respective  children ;  and  he  bequeathed  the  residue  to  the  Plaintiff. 

The  testator  died  in  December,  1865.  At  the  time  of  his  death 
the  title-deeds  of  most  of  the  estate  devised  to  the  Plaintiff  were 
deposited  with  the  testator's  bankers  as  security  for  £2000.  On 
investigating  the  Btate  of  the  assets  it  was  found  that  if,  after  this 
debt  was  paid  off,  the  Plaintiff  took  the  farming  stock,  there  would 
be  hardly  anything  left  to  pay  legacies,  including  the  £3500. 

Barkery  one  of  the  trustees  of  the  will,  was  also  Sir  R.  8heffidd'$ 
agent.  The  trustees  took  the  advice  of  counsel  as  to  the  effect  of 
the  will,  and  as  to  obtaining  some  concession  from  the  Plaintifil 
Counsel  advised  that,  according  to  /SfoiM  v.  Barker  (1),  Smith  v. 
Smith  (2),  and  Eno  v.  Taiham  (8),  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
have  the  devised  estate  exonerated  out  of  the  personalty,  and 
warned  the  trustees  against  exerting  any  pressure  upon  the  Plain- 
tiff to  make  him  give  up  his  rights. 

Barkety  however,  represented  the  matter  to  Sir  B.  Sheffield,  and 

informed  him  that  the  testator  had  purported  to  make  provision  for 

the  Plaintiff's  father  and  mother,  and  their  family ;  that  there  was 

not  money  for  the  purpose;  that  if  the  Plaintiff  was  accepted 

tenant,  almost  everything  would  go  to  him,  but  that  if  he  was  not 

accepted  as  tenant,  the  stock,  crops,  and  tenant's  rights  would  go 

among  his  father,  mother,  and  sisters.     Sir  Bdbert  thereupon  said, 

(1)  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  212.  (2)  3  Giff.  263.  (3)  3  D.  J.  &  S.  443. 
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It.  JJ.  that  unless  the  Plaintifif  acted  rightly  and  honourably  in  the  matter 
1871  he  would  not  accept  him  as  tenant  Barker  then,  in  March,  I8669 
^]2i8       wrote  to  the  Plaintiff  as  follows : — 

**  Mr.  Oodfreyasxi  myself  intend  to  come  oyer  to-morrow  to  talk 
over  what  has  been  mentioned  to  yon  beforehand  to  come  to  some  con- 
clusion thereon.  Our  proposal  will  be  this — to  offer  to  put  you  into 
full  possession  of  the  Flixborouffh  farm  just  as  it  stands  at  present,  to- 
gether with  £200  put  in  the  bank  for  you,  if  you  will  give  up  your 
right  to  the  property  at  Briffg  and  Ferry.  I  mentioned  the  affair 
to  Sir  Edbertf  and  he  states  that  he  will  do  what  the  trustees  think 
right.  I  Iiave  put  it  in  writing,  in  order  that  you  may  have  the 
opportunity  of  making  up  your  mind  before  we  come.  I  am  satis- 
fied that  all  depends  upon  what  you  will  do,  as  if  the  land  be  kept 
a  break-up  at  Flixborouffh  will  be  sure  to  follow,  which  I  should  be 
very  sorry  for.  I  don't  know  that  there  is  any  necessity  to  state 
anything  more  at  present." 

On  the  following  day  Barker  and  Godfrey  called  on  the  Plaintiff, 
and  he  assented  to  their  terms,  and  accordingly,  by  a  deed  of  the 
13th  of  March,  1866,  the  Plaintiff  conveyed  the  real  estate  to 
Barker  and  Chdfrey^  upon  trust  to  sell  and  to  hold  the  proceeds 
upon  the  trusts  declared  by  the  testator's  will  concerning  his  per- 
sonal estate,  after  payment  of  his  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary 
expenses.    The  Plaintiff  had  no  independent  advice  as  to  this  deed. 

The  Plaintiff  was  thereupon  accepted  as  tenant,  and  the  £200 
was  placed  to  his  credit  at  the  bank,  and  the  stock,  implements 
of  husbandry,  and  crops  were  delivered  to  him. 

By  a  further  deed  of  the  5th  of  June,  1867,  to  which  the  Plain* 
tiff  and  his  father,  mother,  and  sisters  were  parties,  it  was  agreed 
that  the  legacies  and  annuities  to  strangers  in  blood  should  be  paid 
in  full,  and  that  the  Plaintiff,  his  father,  mother,  and  sisters,  would 
accept,  in  full  satisfaction  of  their  demands,  the  balance  which 
would  remain  in  the  hands  of  Barker  and  Godfrey  after  making 
such  payment.  The  Plaintiff  at  the  same  time  signed  a  memo- 
randum, agreeing  that  he  would  make  up  the  amount  of  the  loss 
sustained  by  his  father,  mother,  sisters,  and  nephews  and  nieces, 
before  receiving  anything  from  the  residue.  The  trustees  acted 
upon  the  above  arrangement,  and  retained  their  own  legacies. 

In  March,  1870,  the  Plaintiff  filed  his  bill  to  set  aside  the  deeds. 
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as  executed  by  him  in  ignorance  of  liis  rights,  and  under  pressure       L.  JJ. 
from  the  trustees.    The  Master  of  the  Bolls,  on  the  2l6t  of  June,       1871 
1871,  made  a  decree  declaring  that  the  deeds  Mere  obtained  by       ellis 
the  trustees  by  coercion,  and  ought  to  be  set  aside,  and  ordering     j^j^^gt 

'<  that  the  same  be  set  aside  accordingly,  so  far  as  all  future  trans-        

actions  thereunder  are  concerned."  It  was  declared  that  Barker 
and  Godfrey  ought  to  refund  their  legacies  of  £100  each,  so  far  as 
they  had  been  retained  by  them  in  excess  of  what  they  ought  to 
have  received  if  such  deeds  had  not  been  executed.  The  Plaintiff 
was  directed  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  Defendants  other  than  Barker 
and  Godfrey^  and  add  them  to  his  own,  and  Barker  and  Godfrey 
were  ordered  to  pay  the  whole. 

The  Solicitor-General  (Mr.  Jessd,  Q.C.),  Mr.  Fry,  Q.C.,  and 
Mr.  Bedwellf  for  the  Appellants,  contended  that  the  arrangement 
was  a  reasonable  family  arrangement,  which  put  matters  on  the 
footing  on  wluch  they  would  have  stood  if  the  Act  30  &  81  Vict, 
c.  69  had  been  passed  a  few  years  earlier,  and  that  its  having  been 
brought  about  by  pressure  was  not,  according  to  the  principles 
applicable  to  such  arrangements,  a  ground  for  setting  it  aside,  as 
the  trustees  had  not  promoted  it  for  the  purpose  of  securing  an 
advantage  to  themselves.  They  referred  to  Soghton  \.Eoghton(l)y 
Wycherhy  v.  Wycherhy  (2),  Wettby  v.  Weelby  (3). 

Sir  B,  BaygaJlay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Maenaghten^  for  the  Plaintiff; 
and  Mr.  CoUman,  for  other  Bespondents,  were  not  called  upon. 

Sib  W.  M.  James,  L. J. : — 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  decree  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  in 
this  case  is  quite  right,  both  as  regards  the  relief  granted  and  the 
costs.  The  testator,  by  his  will,  the  meaning  of  which  is  beyond 
all  reasonable  doubt,  appointed  two  trustees,  one  of  whom  was  the 
steward  of  the  testator's  landlord.  By  his  will,  the  testator  shews 
a  clear  intention  that  his  nephew,  the  Plaintiff,  should  have  the 
testator's  farm  given  up  to  him,  and  should  be  continued  as  tenant 
if  the  landlord  would  accept  him,  and  in  that  event  the  testator 
bequeaths  to  him  the  stock  on  the  farm.  The  testator  also  gives 
him  two  freehold  properties.    On  investigating  the  state  of  the 

(1)  15  Beav.  278.  (2)  2  Eden,  174,  177.  (3)  2  D.  &  War.  502. 


r. 
Barkeb. 
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L.  JJ.  assets,  it  was  found  that  there  was  not  enough  to  pay  the  legacies 
1S71  and  annuities,  including  those  to  the  testator's  father,  mother,  and 
^^g  sisters.  The  trustees  thereupon  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
will  was  made  by  the  testator  in  ignorance,  not  of  the  decision  in 
Eno  V.  Tatham  (1),  but  of  the  amount  of  his  assets.  They  honestly 
believed  that  he  made  it  under  a  mistake.  Still  they  were  the 
trustees  of  that  will,  and  their  duty  was  to  carry  its  trusts  into 
effect  impartially ;  they  had  no  right  to  use  the  power  given  to 
them  by  their  position  as  trustees,  or  any  other  power  which  they 
had,  as  a  means  of  making  a  new  will  for  the  testator ;  for  that  is 
what  their  proceedings  come  to.  They,  however,  thought  it  morally 
right  to  extort  a  concession  from  the  Plaintiff.  They  consulted 
counsel,  who  gave  them  a  cautious  opinion,  saying  that  they  might 
properly  represent  the  case  to  the  Plaintiff  to  induce  him  to  make 
some  concession ;  but  emphatically  warning  them  against  exerting 
any  pressure.  Notwithstanding  this  they  went  to  the  landlord — 
they  say  they  only  told  him  the  state  of  things,  and  that  may  be 
so,  still  the  fact  remains  that  they,  being  trustees,  went  to  the 
landlord — for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  power  of  holding  out  the 
threat  contained  in  the  letter  addressed  to  the  Plaintiff  in  March, 
1866.  It  was  a  breach  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the  trustees  to 
endeavour  to  induce  the  landlord  to  refuse  his  consent  on  any 
grounds  to  what  the  testator  shewed  by  his  will  that  he  wished 
and  intended.  Then  they  use  liie  power  thus  obtained  from  the 
landlord  by  saying,  **  If  you  do  not  sign  this  deed  "  (a  deed,. it  must 
be  observed,  going  much  further  than  what  they  had  told  the 
landlord),  "  we  will  break  up  your  farm."  To  my  mind,  this  was 
as  dear  a  breach  of  trust  as  I  have  ever  seen.  Then,  as  to  the 
defence  that  the  trustees  acted  under  the  notion  that  they  were 
doing  what  was  morally  right,  they  might  have  simply  submitted 
the  point  to  the  Court,  instead  of  which  they  Iiave  fought  out  the 
case,  and  involved  the  Plaintiff  in  a  very  expensive  and  hostile 
litigation.  Having  done  this,  they,  like  any  other  unsuccessful 
litigant,  must  indemnify  the  successful  one  against  the  costs. 

Sir  G.  Mellish,  L.  J.,  concurred. 
Solicitors :  Messrs.  B.  LamleH  &  Son  ;  Messrs.  Scolt  &  Co. 

(1)  3  JD.  J.  &  S.  443. 
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CALISHER  V.  FORBES.  L.  JJ. 

[1870    a    52.]  JSTJ 


MGiigaffes-^Friorily^- Notice — Proceeds  of  Sale  (^  Commission^  Furtlier 

Advances* 

li^  an  officer  in  the  army,  gave  to  the  Plaintiff,  in  March,  a  charge  on  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  his  commission,  for  a  bill  for  £62  lOs.  discounted  for 
him  by  the  Plaintiff,  and  **  for  any  further  sum  or  sums  that  you  may  ad- 
Tance,  or  for  which  I  may  be  liable  to  you."  In  June  F.  gave  B.  a  charge 
on  the  same  moneys,  and  in  July  gave  the  0.  Bank  a  charge.  In  August 
the  bill  for  £62  10a.  not  having  been  paid,  F,  gave  the  Plaintiff,  who  had  no 
notice  of  the  other  incumbrances,  a  fresh  bill  for  £88  145.,  being  the  amount 
of  the  former  with  interest  and  costs.  F.  also  gave  B,  a  charge  on  the  8th 
of  September,  and  L,  a  charge  on  the  14th  of  September.  The  Plaintiff, 
still  without  notice,  on  the  18th  of  September,  discounted  a  £25  bill  for  JP. ; 
and,  at  what  time  did  not  appear,  became  indorsee  from  B»  of  a  bill  for  £80 
accepted  by  F.  The  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  jP.*«  commission  were  in  the 
hands  of  H.  A  Co.  for  distribution  at,  and  not  before,  the  opening  of  their  bank 
on  the  8th  of  December.  The  0.  Bank  left  notice  by  letter  of  their  charge 
at  B.  &  Co^s  bank  on  the  7th,  after  it  had  closed  for  the  evening;  the  other 
incumbrancers  gave  notice  at  nine  on  the  momiug  of  the  8th  when  the  bank 
opened: — 

J7e2d,  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  that  the  charges  ranked  as  follows ! 
<1)  B:s  charge ;  (2)  the  Ph&intiff's  bill  of  £88  14s. ;  (3)  the  Phiintifi's  £80 
bill  indorsed  to  him  by  B. ;  (4)  B.'s  chaige ;  (5)  the  Plaintiff's  biU  for  £25 ; 
(6)  L's  charge  ;  (7)  the  0.  Bank : 

Hdd^  on  appeal,  that  the  notice  of  the  0.  Bank  being  delivered  after 
banking  hours  on  the  7th  was  good  as  a  notice  for  the  opening  of  the  book  on 
the  8th,  and  that  all  the  notices  were  to  be  treated  as  eontemporaneona ;  that 
the  renewal  of  the  Plaintiff's  bill  in  August  did  not  postpone  his  security ; 
that  the  Plaintiff's  £25  bill  as  a  further  advance  had  the  same  priority  as  the 
£88  14s.,  but  that  the  £80  bill  was  not  included  in  the  Plaintiff's  security, 
and  that  the  securities  must  rank  as  follows :  (1)  the  Plaintiff's  £88  14s.  and 
£25 ;  (2)  jR.'s  charge ;  (3)  the  charge  of  the  0.  Bank^  and  then  the  other 
charges  in  the  order  of  their  dates. 

X  HIS  case  came  before  the  Court  on  two  appeals,  one  by  the 
Oriental  Bank  Corporation,  and  the  other  by  the  Plaintiff,  from  a 
decree  of  the  Masrter  of  the  Bolls  settling  the  priorities  of  charges 
on  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  commission  of  the  Defendant 
Forbes. 
The  claims  which  have  to  be  noticed  were  as  follows : — 
On  the  29th  of  March,  1869,  the  Plaintiff  discounted  a  bill  for 


i)«e.  5. 
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L.  Jj.      Forbes,  who  signed  and  gave  to  him  the  following  letter  of  that 
1871        date  :— 


Calisheb  «Jjj  consideration  of  your  discounting  my  acceptance  for 
FoBBEa.  £62  108.,  dated  this  day  and  payable  three  months  after  date,  I 
do  hereby  undertake  and  agree  to  charge  and  assign  the  proceeds 
to  arise  from  the  sale  of  my  commission,  or  arising  from  any  ex- 
change from  one  regiment  to  another,  to  that  extent  in  your  favour. 
And  I  further  undertake  and  agree,  and  do  charge  and  assign  the 
money  to  arise  from  the  sale  or  exchange  of  my  commission  as 
aforesaid  in  your  favour  for  any  further  sum  or  sums  that  you  may 
advance,  or  for  which  I  may  be  liable  to  you,  together  with  any 
interest  or  costs  incurred  in  respect  of  the  same,  in  the  event  of 
my  retiring  from  the  service  before  the  said  sum  or  sums  become 
due,  or  when  due  and  unpaid." 

The  bill  was  not  paid  at  maturity,  and  on  the  2nd  of  August, 
1869,  Forbes  accepted  another  bill,  payable  two  months  after  date, 
for  £88  148.,  being  the  amount  of  the  former  bill  with  charges  for 
interest  and  costs.  On  the  18th  of  September,  1869,  the  Plaintiff 
discounted  for  Forbes  another  bill  for  £25,  payable  three  months 
after  date.  It  was  not  alleged  that  when  he  did  this  he  had 
any  notice  of  any  of  the  mesne  incumbrances  which  are  about 
to  be  mentioned. 

On  the  13th  of  August,  1869,  Benjamin  discounted  for  Forbes  a 
bill  of  exchange  for  £80,  accepted  by  Forbes  and  payable  two 
months  after  date.  This  bill  was  subsequently  indorsed  by 
Benjamin  to  the  Plaintiff;  but  at  what  time  this  indorsement  took 
place  was  not  stated  in  the  Plaintiff's  bill,  nor  did  it  appear  from 
the  evidence. 

The  next  charge  to  be  noticed  is  that  of  the  Defendant  Rvhei^ 
stein  for  £62  lOs.,  created  by  a  letter  dated  the  4th  of  June,  1869, 
which  need  not  be  set  forth. 

Another  charge  was  that  of  the  Oriental  Bank  Corporation  for 
£  300,  which  charge  was  created  by  a  letter  dated  the  23rd  of 
July,  1869. 

The  Defendant  Benjamin  had  a  charge  dated  the  8th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1869,  and  the  Defendant  Xetma  a  charge  dated  the  14tb  of 
September,  1869.   , 
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On  the  Ttli  of  December,  1869^  Forbes,  baying  sold  bis  commis-      L.  JJ. 
sion,  was  gazetted  out  of  his  regiment.    Previously  to  this  tbe  sum        1871 
of  £700,  being  the  regulation  price,  was  paid  into  the  hands  of    Cau.'^ueb 
the  Defendants  Hopkinson  &  Co.,  bankers  and  army  agents,  as     fokbes. 
agents  for  the  regiment;   and   on  the  morning  of  the  8th  of       """ 
December,  and  not  before,  it  became  their  duty  to  issue  this  sum 
to  Forbes,  less  a  sum  of  £200,  which  they  had  receiyed  instructions 
from  the  Horse  Guards  to  retain  to  provide  for  Forbes^  regimental 
debts. 

The  Oriental  Bank  Corporation  served  notice  of  their  charge  on 
Hopkinson  it  Co.  at  their  place  of  business  at  half-past  five  o'clock 
on  the  evening  of  the  7th  of  December,  after  the  bank  had  closed 
for  the  night.  The  Plaintiff,  Rtibensieinj  and  Benjamin,  served 
notice  of  their  incumbrances  at  nine  o'clock  on  the  following 
morning  as  soon  as  the  bank  opened.  Lewis  served  notice  of  his 
incumbrance  about  half-past  nine. 

This  bill  having  been  filed  against  Forbes,  his  incumbrancer?, 
and  Messrs.  Hopkinson,  to  enforce  the  Plaintiff's  security,  the 
Master  of  the  Bolls  decided  that  the  claims  ranked  in  the  following 
order:  (1)  Btihensleins  hWl,  (2)  the  Plaintirs  bill  for  £88  148.; 
(3)  the  Plaintiff^s  bill  for  £80,  which  had  been  indorsed  to  him  by 
Benjamin  ;  (4)  BenjamiiCs  charge  of  the  8th  of  September,  1869  ; 
(5)  the  Plaintiffs  bill  for  £25 ;  (6)  Lewis's  charge  of  the  14th  of 
September,  1869 ;  (7)  the  charge  of  the  Orietital  Bank  Corporation. 
Tbe  Plaintiff's  bill  for  £88  14a.  was  postponed  to  Bubenstein's 
charge,  on  the  ground  that  the  debt  of  March,  1869,  \yas  merged 
in  that  of  the  2nd  of  August.  Both  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Oriental 
Bank  Corporation  appealed  from  this  decree. 

Sir  B.  Baggallay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Freeman,  for  the  Oriental  Bank 
Corporation : — 

r 

Our  notice,  delivered  at  half-past  five  on  the  7th,  must  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  been  read  before  the  bank  opened  on  the  8th,  and 
therefore  before  the  other  notices  were  served.  We  ought,  there- 
fore, to  rank  first.  But  if  not,  at  all  events,  our  notice  is  good  for 
the  morning  of  the  8th ;  and  the  notices  must  be  treated  as  given 
contemporaneously,  leaving  the  incumbrancers  to  rank  according 
to  date,  iu  which  case  we  have  priority  ovei:  every  one  but  Byhen- 
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L.  J  J.      stein  ;  for  the  Plaintiff's  security,  after  renewal  of  his  bill,  can  only 
1871        date  from  the  2nd  of  August,  1869. 
Cmjsheh         [They  referred  to  Btdler  v.  Plunkett  (1),  Burn  t.  Carvalho  (2), 
Earl  of  Suffolk  v.  Cox  (3).] 


V. 

Forbes. 


Mr.  Swanston,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Kisch,  for  the  Plaintiff : — 

We  appeal  from  the  decree  so  far  as  it  postpones  the  Plaintiff 
to  Bubenslein,  The  renewal  of  the  Plaintiff*s  bill  merely  gives  a 
new  security  for  the  old  debt,  and  can  in  no  way  affect  the  priority 
of  the  Plaintiff's  charge.  The  Plaintiff  had  no  notice  of  interven- 
ing incumbrances,  so  Sopkinson  v.  Bait  (4)  does  not  make  against 
him,  and  he  can  add  his  further  advances. 

[The  LoBD  Justice  James  : — ^Do  further  advances  take  priority 
of  mesne  incumbrances  where  the  security  is  only  equitable?] 

The  security  was  equitable  only  in  Hopkinson  v.  Bolt,  BenjamMs 
bill  is  within  the  security.  The  Plaintiff  can  sue  Forbes  in  his 
own  name  at  law  for  the  amount ;  so  how  can  it  be  said  not  to  be 
within  the  words  "  sums  for  which  I  may  be  liable  to  you"  ?  The 
Plaintiff,  therefore,  ought  to  stand  before  Bubenstein  as  to  all  his 
three  bills. 

Then,  as  regards  the  appeal  of  the  Oriented  BanJe^  we  contend 
that  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  was  right  in  treating  their  notice  as 
worthless.  A  notice,  though  after  oflBce  hours,  is  still  notice  on  the 
day  on  which  it  is  served :  PapiUon  v.  Brunton  (5).  Now,  a  notice 
on  the  7th  was  premature,  and  therefore  invalid :  BuHer  v.  Plun^ 
Jcett ;  Totes  v.  Cox  (6) ;  Wdfster  v.  WAsler  (7)  ;  Earl  of  Suffolk  v. 
Cox;  Boss  V.  Sopkinson  (8). 

Mr.  Horton  Smith,  for  Bubenstein^  having  been  informed  by  the 
Court  that  he  need  not  address  himself  to  the  £80  bill  from  Benja* 
mint  proceeded  to  contend  that  the  renewal  of  the  Plaintiff's  first 
bill  postponed  his  security,  and  that  the  further  advances  could 
not  prevail  against  mesne  incumbrancers  who  had  no  notice  of  the 
original  security,  and  so  could  not  give  notice  of  their  securities, 
and  stop  the  making  further  advances. 

(1)  IJ.  &  H.  441.  (5)  5  H.  &  N.  618. 

(2)  4  My.  &  Cr.  690.  (6)  17  W.  R.  20. 

(3)  15  W.  R.  782.  (7)  31  Beav.  393. 

(4)  9  H.  L.  C.  514.  (8)  18  W.  R,  725.      . 
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Sib  W.  M.  James,  L.J. : —  L.  JJ. 

I  am  of  opinion,  and  the  Lord  Justice  agrees  with  ine,  that        J^ 
there  is  no  substantial  question  as  to  the  notice  which  was  left  at     Caushes 
the  bank  after  business  hours,  as  it  was  contained  in  a  letter  which,      forbxs. 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  business,  would  not  be  opened  before  the 
opening  of  the  bank  on  the  morning  of  the  8th  of  December.    It 
must  be  considered,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  as  a  notice  received 
at  the  same  time  with  the  other  notices,  on  the  morning  of  the 
8th ;  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  no  priority  by  notice  has  been 
given  by  any  one,  but  that  the  incumbrances  must  take  effect 
according  to  their  dates* 

The  first  security  in  order  of  date  is  that  of  the  Plaintiff,  which 
was  given  to  secure  the  money  advanced  on  a  bill  of  exchange  for 
£62  10s.,  and  any  farther  sums  which  the  Plaintiff  might  advance 
to  Forbes^  or  for  which  Forbes  might  be  liable  to  the  Plaintiff.  I 
am  of  opinion  that  this  is  a  continuing  security,  the  priority  of  which 
is  not  affected  by  the  renewal  of  the  original  bill  of  exchange,  and 
that  the  £25  bill,  which  was  discounted  by  the  Plaintiff  without 
notice  of  the  intermediate  incumbrances,  is  included  in  this  security. 
The  Plaintiff,  therefore,  is  th^  first  incumbrancer  to  tlie  extent  of 
the  bills  for  £88  14.8.  and  £25.  But  I  am  of  opinion  that  this 
does  not  extend  to  the  bill  which  the  Plaintiff  received  from  Ben- 
jamin, and  for  two  reasons ;  First,  I  think  that  the  moneys  payable 
under  this  bill  do  not  come  within  the  fair  meaning  of  the  words 
of  the  memorandum  of  the  29th  of  March,  1869,  which  cannot^  in 
my  opinion,  be  fairly  construed  as  intended  to  give  the  Plaintiff  a 
charge  on  the  fond  for  unsecured  debts  due  to  other  persons  which 
he  might  buy  up.  Secondly,  the  Plaintiff  does  not  shew  at  what 
time  he  bought  up  this  bill  from  Benjamin  ;  and  it  is  perfectly 
consistent  with  everything  he  says,  that  he  may  have  acquired  it 
long  after  the  moneys  became  distributable,  in  which  case  he  could 
not  possibly  have  a  charge  for  it. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  Plaintiff's  charge  for 
£88  14s.  and  £25  comes  first  in  order  of  priority,  the  chaise  of 
Rubenstein  second,  and  that  of  the  Oriental  Commercial  Bank  third. 

Sib  G.  Mbllish,  L.  J. : — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    I  think  that  the  notice  given  to 
Hessrs.  EbpJcinson  <&  Co.  after  business  hours  only  operated  as  a 
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L.  J  J.      notice  from  the  time  at  whicb,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business,  ii 

1871       woald  be  opened  and  read,  that  is,  the  next  morning.    The  case  is 

Calisheb     not  governed  by  Papillon  v.  Brtmion  (1),  which  related  to  a  notice 

FoBBia      ^^  ^^^**    ^^  *^^*^  ^^*^®  *^®  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  existed 

between  the  parties ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  service  of  a  notice  by 

the  tenant  at  the  proper  place  within  the  allowed  time  was  suf- 
ficient to  determine  the  tenancy,  whether  there  was  any  person 
there  to  receive  it  or  not.  But  a  notice  in  a  case  like  the  present, 
where  there  is  no  relation  between  the  parties,  cannot  be  con- 
sidered as  given  until  the  time  when,  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
business,  it  would  come  before  the  persons  for  whom  it  was  left. 
I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  notice  of  the  Oriewtdl  Bank 
cannot  be  treated  as  premature,  and  therefore  invalid ;  and  I  agree 
that  the  notices  of  the  Plaintiff,  Bvhensteiny  and  the  Oriental 
Batik,  must  be  treated  as  hdiving  been  all  given  at  the  same  time. 
Then,  as  regards  the  Plaintiff's  securities,  I  agree  with  the  Lord 
Justice  that  the  mere  renewal  of  the  first  bill  could  not  affect  the 
security  originally  given  for  the  moneys  payable  under  it,  and 
that  this  security  also  includes  the  £25,  as  being  a  further  advance 
made  by  the  Plaintiff  without  notice  of  any  mesne  incumbrances ; 
but  that  the  bill  which  the  Plaintiff  obtained  from  Benjamin  is  not 
included  in  it.  I  do  not  think  that  the  money  payable  under  this 
bill  comes  within  the  fair  meaning  of  the  words  "  any  further  sum 
or  sums  that  you  may  advance,  or  for  which  I  may  be  liable  to 
you."  I  think  that  the  words  "  liable  to  you  "  can  only  extend  to 
a  direct  liability  arising  from  a  contract  between  Forbes  and  the 
Plaintiff,  and  not  to  the  liability  on  a  bill  bought  by  the  Plaintiff 
in  the  market.  To  construe  them  in  the  extended  sense  for  which 
the  Plaintiff  contends  would  make  the  security  capable  of  includ- 
ing sums  for  which  Forbes  never  contemplated  giving  a  security  to 
anybody.  But  even  if  the  words,  on  their  fair  construction,  extended 
to  this  sum,  it  would,  in  my  judgment,  be  fatal  to  the  Plaintiff's 
case  that  he  has  not  shewn  that  this,  bill  came  to  his  hands  before 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  commission  became  distributable. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Sydney  dk  Son;  Mr.  T.  F.  Kent;  Messrs.  FvUer 
d  SaltweU;  Messrs.  F.  Richardson  dt  Sadler. 

(1)  5  H.  &  N.  618. 
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In  re  CONTEACT  CORPORATION.  L.  JJ. 

1871 


BAKER'S  CASE. 
ContrihtUort/ — In/ant  Transferee-^ Repudiatum — Raiificatkm, 

Iq  October,  1865,  C,  purchased  sbares  ia  a  company,  and  had  them  trans- 
ferred to  ^.  as  a  trustee  for  him,  and  J^.'s  name  was  put  on  the  register.  In 
March^  1866,  the  company  was  ordered  to  be  wound  up.  At  the  time  of 
the  transfer  B.  was  an  infant,  and  he  did  not  come  of  age  till  September, 
1867.  In  December,  1867,  B,^s  name  was  settled  on  the  list  of  oontribu- 
butories ;  and  in  January,  1868,  a  call  was  made,  notice  of  which  was  sent 
to  ^.  On  receipt  of  the  notice  B.  repudiated  the  shares,  and  the  ofiBcial 
liquidator  took  out  a  summons  to  remove  his  name  from  the  list,  but  after- 
wards abandoned  the  summons.  In  April,  1871,  B.,  at  tlie  request  of  the 
official  liquidator,  wrote  a  letter  authorizing  him,  in  consideration  of  his 
not  proceeding  against  B,  under  the  call,  to  use  Bh  name  in  taking  pro- 
ceedings against  C,  the  real  owner  of  the  shares.  Afterwards  B.  took  out 
a  summons  to  have  his  name  removed  from  the  list  of  contributories : — 

Hdd  (affirming  the  decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls),  that  the  letter  of 
April,  1871,  did  not  operate  as  a  retractation  of  j?.*«  repudiation  of  the 
shares ;  and  that  his  name  must  be  removed  from  the  list  of  contributories. 

XhIS  was  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
made  in  the  winding-up  of  the  Contract  Corporaiion^  Limited,  by 
which  he  removed  the  name  of  Henry  Butter  Baker  from  the 
list  of  contributories  of  the  company  under  the  following  cir- 
cumstances : — 

On  the  25th  of  October,  I860,  Mr.  W.  L.  P.  Carter  purchased 
sixty  shares  of  £100  each  in  the  company  from  Mr.  F.  Heritage 
for  £300.  Baker  was  at  that  time  an  assistant  to  Mr.  Urwick,  a 
chemist,  being  of  the  age  of  nineteen  years,  and  the  transfer  was 
made  to  him  as  a  nominee  or  trustee  for  Carter,  The  transfer 
was  registered  on  the  25th  of  November,  1865,  and  Balcer's  name 
remained  on  the  register  till  the  company  was  wound  up,  which 
was  done  by  an  order  made  in  pursuance  of  a  Petition  filed  on  the 
20th  of  March,  1866. 

The  sum  of  £10  on  each  share  had  been  paid  on  the  allotment 
of  the  shares,  and  a  call  of  £5  was  made  shortly  before  the 
winding-up  of  the  company.  Notice  of  this  call  was  sent  to 
Baker,  and  forwarded  by  him  to  Mr.  Uruneh. 


Dee.S. 
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L.  J  J.  On  the  30th  of  September,  1867,  Baker  came  of  age. 

1871  On  the  5th  of  December,  1867,  notice  was  served  on  him  of  a 

Baker's  Cass,  summons  to  place  hljT  name  on  the  list  of  oontributories  in  respect 

of  the  sixty  shares.     On  the  13th  of  December  his  name  was 

settled  on  the  list,  and  the  certificate  was  signed  on  the  18th  of 

the  same  month. 

On  the  28th  of  January,  1868,  a  call  was  made  by  the  official 
liquidator  of  £85  per  share.  Notice  of  this  haying  been  sent  to 
Baker,  he  wrote  the  following  letter  to  the  official  liquidator, 
dated  the  11th  of  February,  1868:— 

'^  I  received  this  morning  a  notice  to  pay  into  the  bank  a  sum 
of  money  on  account  of  the  liquidator  of  the  Qmiraei  Corporation 
Company.  1  have  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the  afiEair ;  I  lived 
with  Mr.  UrwicJc,  chemist,  of  8t  Oeorge^s  Hoad,  Ptmlico,  as  his 
assistant,  at  the  titne  I  signed  some  papers  to  take  up  shares  in 
the  company  for  Mr*  Urwich  and  a  friend  of  his  living  in  Oloueesier 
Sired,  Pinilico,  I  am  only  a  chemist's  assistant,  out  of  situation 
for  the  last  eight  months  past  on  account  of  bad  health.  I  have 
no  means  of  snpport  whatever,  my  mother,  who  is  a  widow, 
keeping  me.  When  I  went  to  live  with  Mr.  Urvnch,  in  October, 
1865  (the  year  in  which  the  shares  were  taken  up  in  my  name),  I 
had  just  completed  my  apprenticeship,  and  was  only  nineteen 
years  of  age.  I  merely  acted  for  my  employer  and  his  friend.  I 
was  told  to  sign  the  papers,  and  I  did  so.  The  letters  I  received 
from  time  to  time  have  been  forwarded  to  Mr.  TJrwick,  as  desired 
by  him,  (I  enclose  a  letter  of  his  of  recent  date).  I  have  no 
money,  and  1  never  had,  neither  am  I  at  any  time  likely  to  have 

^^y*  « I  remain,  &c., 

*'EffMry  B.  BaJcer:' 

On  becoming  acquainted  with  the  fact  of  the  infancy  of  Baker, 
the  official  liquidator,  in  March,  1868,  took  out  a  summons  to  remove 
his  name  from  the  list,  and  substitute  Mr.  Heriiage's  name.  The 
summons  was  heard  before  the  Chief  Clerk  in  April,  1868,  but 
was  eventually  abandoned,  and  no  order  was  made  on  it. 

No  further  steps  were  taken  in  the  matter  till  the  month  of 
April,  1871,  when  the  official  liquidator  obtained  from  Baker  an 
authority  in  the  following  terms : — 
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"BeThs  Canbrad  CarporaHon,  Limited.  L.  JJ. 

«  April  15, 1871  •  1871 

^  Sir, — ^In  ccKDsideration  of  your  not  enforcing  the  call  order  in  bakk^Casb. 
this  matter,  dated  the  28th  of  January,  1868,  against  me,  I  antho* 
rize  yon,  as  official  liquidator  of  the  above  company,  and  on  their 
behalf  and  at  their  cost  and  risk,  and  for  their  benefit,  to  nse  my 
name,  or  the  name  or  names  of  my  ezecntors  or  administnitors,  in 
prosecuting,  compromising,  or  abandcming,  on  soch  terms  and  in 
such  manner  as  yon  may  be  adTiBed,  any  snit,  action,  or  other  pro- 
ceeding against  W.  L.  P.  Carter^  of,  &a,  or  soch  oChw  person  or 
persons  as  yon  may  be  adyised,  and  his  and  their  heirs,  executors, 
or  administrators,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  an  indemnity 
from  them,  or  compelling  them  to  procure  a  release  tome  in  respect 
of,  or  from  all  liability  on,  the  shares  in  respect  of  which  I  am 
settled  on  the  list  of  conttibntories  of  the  said  company.  And  I 
undertake  that  I,  or  my  executors  ot  administrators,  will  not  inter- 
fere in  any  manniv  in  the  conduct  of  such  suit,  action,  or  other 
proceeding  against  the  said  persons  or  any  of  them,  their  or  his 
heirs,  executois,  or  administrators ;  and  that  the  same  shall  be  left 
entirely  to  your  control ;  and  that  I  and  my  executors  or  admi- 
nistratiKs  will  render  you  all  assistance  in  my  or  their  power  in 
prosecuting  the  same.  And  I  further  irreyocably  authorixe  and 
request  you,  as  sndi  official  liquidator,  \o  retain  any  moneys  which 
may  be  recorered  in  or  by  means  of  such  suit,  action,  or  pro- 
ceedings  towards  payment  and  satisfaction  of  my  liability  as  a 
contributory  in  respect  of  the  said  shares. 

''This  authority  and  undertaking  hereby  given  extends  to  your 
successor  or  successors  in  office,  and  the  same  are  sutiject  to  the 
condition  of  your  keeping  me  and  my  estate  at  all  times  fully 
indemnified  against  all  costs  and  expenses  in  respect  of  such  suit, 
action,  and  other  proceedings. 

•*  Tours  faithfully, 

"^  Henry  B.  Bakerr 

In  pursuance  of  this  authority  the  official  liquidator  caused  a 
a  bill  in  Chancery  to  be  filed  on  the  20th  of  May,  1871,  in  the 
name  of  Baker  against  Carter,  praying  for  a  declaration  that 
Baker  held  the  shares  as  a  trustee  for  Carter^  and  tix  an  indemnitv 
against  all  calls,  and  all  costs  and  expenses. 
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L.  JJ.  On  the  20th  of  J\me,  Baker  took  out  a  summons  to  remove  his 

1871        name  from  the  list  of  contributories ;  and  the  Master  of  the  Bolls 
Bakeb'8  Case,  i^^de  the  order  asked  for.    From  this  decision  the  official  liquidator 
appealed. 

Sir  i2.  BaggaUayy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Chiity,  for  the  Appellant : — 

The  question  of  the  Respondent's  liability  was  in  fact  decided 
by  the  abandonment  of  the  summons  in  March,  1868,  and  although 
no  formal  order  was  made,  the  Bespondent's  name  remained  on  the 
list,  and  it  is  too  late  now  for  him  to  appeal  from  that  proceeding. 
I'he  transfer  of  the  shares  to  the  infant  was  not  void,  but  only 
voidable.  The  mere  fact  that  the  company  was  in  liquidation 
when  he  came  of  age  was  not  conclusive  that  the  contract  was 
injurious  to  him ;  the  onus  is  therefore  on  him  to  shew  that  be  at 
once  repudiated  it:  Cork  and  Bandon  Railway  Company  y*  Caze- 
nove  (1);  DiMin  and  Wickloxo  Bailway  Company  v.  Bkidc  (2); 
MUcheWB  Case  (3) ;  Ebbetts  Com  (4)  \  Holmes  v.  Bloffg  (5).  But 
he  has,  in  fact,  ratified  the  contract  by  the  letter  of  the  15th  of 
April,  1871.  He  has  no  cause  to  complain,  for  under  the  terms  of 
that  letter  the  official  liquidator  is  bound  to  relieve  him  from  all 
calls  in  the  winding-up ;  but  it  is  necessary  to  keep  his  name  on 
the  list  in  order  to  proceed  against  Carter,  the  beneficial  owner  of 
the  shares. 

Mr.  WaUeTj  the  Solicitor-General  (Mr.  Jeseel)  with  him,  for 
Baker: — 

There  was  no  decision  on  the  summons  before  the  Chief  Clerk 
in  March,  1868,  and  the  question  is,  therefore,  still  open.  The 
Bespondent  lost  no  time  in  repudiating  the  shares,  and  he  has 
never  withdrawn  that  repudiation.  The  letter  of  the  15th  of 
April,  1871,  was  signed  by  him  at  the  request  of  the  official  liqui-^ 
dator  under  a  misunderstanding.  It  does  not  relieve  him  from 
all  liability ;  for  if  Heritage,  the  transferor,  who  is  now  placed 
on  the  B.  list,  is  obliged  to  contribute  he  will  have  his  remedy 
against  the  Bespondent.  It  is,  therefore,  important  to  the  Bespon- 
dent that  his  name  should  be  removed. 

(1)  10  Q.  B.  935.  (3)  Law  Rep.  9  Eq.  363. 

(0  8  Ex.  181.  (4)  Ibid.  6  Ch.  302. 

(5)  8  Taunt.  35. 
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Sir  jB.  BinggaUay^  in  reply.  L.  JJ. 

1871 

Sm  W.  M.  James,  L.J. :-  baki^Oa«. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  in  this  case  the  order  of  the  Master  of  « 
the  Bolls  should  be  a£Brmed.  The  letter  that  was  written  by 
Baker  shortly  after  he  attained  his  foil  age,  in  February,  1868, 
was  as  complete  a  repudiation  as  it  was  possible  for  any  repudia- 
tion to  be.  He  said,  in  effect :  *'  I  have  nothing  to  do  with  the 
shares ;  I  was  a  boy  of  nineteen,  and  I  was  induced  by  my  em- 
ployer to  put  my  name  to  a  piece  of  paper  as  something  I  had 
nothing  to  do  with,  and  in  respect  of  which  I  should  never  be 
under  any  liability.''  There  being  that  complete  repudiation  on 
the  part  of  the  infant,  and  a  repudiation  accepted  by  the  official 
liquidator  on  the  part  of  the  company,  it  would  require  something 
very  strong  indeed  to  constitute  a  repudiation  of  that  repudiation. 
It  is,  however,  said  that  Baker  knew  that  his  name  was  on  the  list, 
and  yet  remained  for  more  than  three  years  without  making  any 
application  to  remove  it  But  it  appears  that  the  official  liqui- 
dator had  himself  made  the  application  to  have  Baker*B  name 
removed  and  Heritag»*»  substituted  for  it,  and  the  official  liqui- 
dator never  having  obtained  any  formal  decision  upon  the  matter, 
but  having  ascertained  that  the  Chief  Clerk's  opinion  was  hostile 
to  him,  and  not  being  minded  to  bring  it  before  the  Court,  has 
allowed  the  matter  to  remain  there.  It  seems  to  me  impossible  to 
treat  it  as  res  Judicata  against  BaJcer.  At  all  events,  no  fresh  appli- 
cation was  made  to  him;  he  was  not  told  that,  as  the  official 
liquidator  had  failed  to  put  Hentage'a  name  on  the  list  instead  of 
his,  he  must  pay  the  call  or  make  some  provision  as  to  it.  On  the 
contrary,  the  official  liquidator  allowed  the  call  to  remain  in 
abeyance,  as  he  had  allowed  the  summons  to  remain  in  abeyance. 
Then  came  the  letter  of  the  15th  of  April,  1871,  which  at  first 
made  me  incline  to  hold  that  Baker's  name  ought  to  be  continued 
on  the  list  on  the  ground  that  he  could  by  no  possibility  be  liable 
— ^that  he  was  only  remaining  on  the  list  for  the  benefit  of  the 
official  liquidator,  in  order  to  assist  him  in  enforcing  the  liability 
of  the  real  owner  of  the  shares.  But  I  have  heard  no  answer  to 
what  Mr.  WaiUer  very  properly  drew  our  attention  to,  that  it  is  not 
merely  between  the  company  and  Baker  a  liability  may  exist,  but 
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L.  JJ.       that  Mr.  Esritoffe,  being  on  the  list  in  Class  B.  might  haye  a  very 

1871        good  claim  against  Baker,  as  a  person  who  has  allowed  his  name 

BAK]a?rCA8B.  to  remain  on  the  list,  and  who  has  represented  himself  as  being  a 

shareholder.   That  being  so,  it  appears  to  me  that  Baker  may  now 

say :  '^  I  did  not  fiilly  understand  the  nature  of  that  letter,  it  was 
never  fully  explained  to  me  that  I  should  be  remaining  subject  to 
any  liability  whatever.  I  meant  to  do  nothing  whatever  but  to 
enable  the  company  to  use  my  name,  if  that  could  be  done 
without  the  slightest  liability  on  my  part  However,  that  cannot 
be  done." 

I  think,  therefore,  that  under  the  circumstances  Baker  has  made 
the  application  in  time  to  have  his  name  taken  off,  and  although 
there  may  be  ground  for  thinking  that  this  is  somebody  else's 
application  rather  than  Baker's,  yet  Baker  has  a  right  to  have 
his  name  taken  off  and  be  relieved  from  liability,  as  the  Master  of 
the  Bolls  has  decided. 

Sib  G.  Mbllish,  L.  J. : — 
I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Solicitors  for  the  Official  Liquidator :  Messrs.  Linklater,  Eaek- 
woody  db  Co. 

Solicitors  for  Mr.  Baker:  Messrs.  CoUyer-Bristowe,  Withers, 
&Co. 


Dee.  9. 


L.  JJ.  In  re  WALKEE,  a  Lunatic. 

^5Ii  Presumption  qf  Death — Legatee — Statute  of  Limitations, 

A  testator  gave  a  legacy  to  be  equally  divided,  within  twelve  months, 
between  the  children  of  W.  P.  who  should  be  living  at  his,  the  testator's, 
death,  such  sum  to  be  raised  out  of  the  property  thereinafter  given  to  his 
executrix  for  life.  He  then  gave  to  his  executrix  certain  real  and  personal 
estate  for  her  life,  and  after  her  death  to  the  children  of  W,  P.  living  at  his, 
the  testator's,  death.  At  the  testator's  death  in  January,  1847,  there  were 
four  children  of  W,  P.  living,  but  another,  J,  T,  P.,  had  not  been  heard  of 
since  February,  1845,  and  nothing  ever  was  heard  of  him  afterwards.  The 
executrix  paid  to  the  four  children,  who  were  known  to  be  living,  four  fifth 
shares  of  the  legacy,  but  did  not  raise  the  remaining  fifth.  In  1851  she 
became  lunatic,  and  in  1852  the  funds,  to  the  income  of  which  she  was 
entitled  for  life,  were  transferred  to  the  credit  of  the  lunacy  to  the  account  of 
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the  Innatic  and  the  ohildren  of  W.  P^  and  the  income  was  ordered  to  be        L.  JJ. 
applied  for  her  benefit.    In  1871  the  four  surnving  children  of  W.  P.  and         jgyj 
the  administrator  of  J,  T.  P.  petitioned  that  the  remaining  fifth  share  of         •-^v^    ' 
the  legacy,  with  interest,  might  be  paid  to  the  four  children,  or,  if  not,  then  to     ^*  •* 
the  administrator  of  J.  T.  P. :—  Wauob. 

Edd,  that,  there  being  no  proof  that  J,  T.  P.  survived  the  testator,  the 
share  must  be  paid  to  the  four  children  who  were  known  to  have  survived 
him ;  that  the  manner  in  which  the  Court  had  dealt  with  the  fund  took  the 
case  out  of  the  statute  as  to  the  principal,  but  that  only  six  years'  arrears  of 
interest  should  be  given. 

Joseph  TTNDALL  PITT,  by  wiU  dated  the  4th  of  October; 
1845,  bequeathed  to  the  children  of  his  deceased  brother,  WiUiam 
Pitt,  who  should  be  living  at  his,  the  testator'sf,  decease,  £1000,  to 
be  divided  among  them,  share  and  share  alike ;  and  he  directed  his 
executrix  to  raise  it  out  of  the  property  thereinafter  given  to  her 
for  life.  He  then  gave  property,  amounting  to  several  thousands 
of  pounds,  to  Martha  Walker  for  life,  and  after  her  death  to  the 
children  of  William  Pitt  who  should  be  living  at  his,  the  testator's, 
decease,  share  and  share  alike,  and  appointed  Martha  Walker  his 
executrix. 

The  testator  died  on  the  24th  of  January,  1847.  WiUiam  Pitt 
had  five  children,  one  of  whom,  Joseph  TyndaU  Pitt  the  younger, 
was  bom  in  Canada  in  1807.  /.  T.  Pitt  the  younger,  when  grown 
np,  worked  at  the  lumbering  trade  in  Ca/nada  for  some  years, 
during  which  time  he  visited  his  father  and  his  brother  and  sisters 
occasionally.  From  June,  1834,  till  1845,  he  wandered  about  the 
United  States,  during  which  period  he  wrote  to  some  one  or  other 
of  his  father,  brother,  and  sisters  about  every  eighteen  months.  The 
last  of  his  letters  was  written  from  New  York  on  the  17th  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1845,  and  was  received  in  due  course  of  post  by  his  sister, 
to  whom  it  was  addressed.  He  was  on  the  best  of  terms  with  his 
relatives,  but  none  of  them  after  this  ever  received  any  tidings 
of  him,  though  inquiries  were  made  and  advertisements  issued. 

In  1848  Martha  Walker  divided  four-fifths  of  the  £1000  among 
the  four  children  of  WiUiam  Pitt  who  were  known  to  have  survived 
the  testator;  but  as  nothing  was  known  about  Joseph  TyndaU  Pitt 
the  younger,  she  did  not  raise  the  remaining  fifth.  In  1851  she  was 
found  lunatic  by  inquisition,  and  by  an  order  made  in  1852  the 
funds  bequeathed  to  her  for  life,  and  out  of  which  the  remaining 
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L.  JJ.     fifth  of  the  £1000  was  laiseable,  were  transfened  into  the  lanacy  to 

1871       *'  The  account  of  Martha  Walker  and  the  children  of  WiHiam  Pitt ;" 

7,1  ^       and  it  was  ordered  that  the  dividends  should  be  applied  in  part  dis- 

Walmb.     charge  of  the  allowance  which  had  been  ordered  for  the  lunatic's 

maintenance. 

The  present  Petition  was  presented  by  the  three  surviving  chil- 
dren of  William  Pitt,  by  the  representatives  of  another  who  had 
died  since  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  by  the  administrator  of 
Joseph  TyndaU  Pitt  the  younger,  praying  for  an  account  of  what 
was  due  for  principal  and  interest  in  respect  of  the  unpaid  part  of 
the  £1000 ;  that  the  principal  might  be  raised  out  of  the  funds 
given  to  Martha  Walker  for  life,  and  the  interest  out  of  a  fund  to 
which  she  was  absolutely  entitled;  and  that  the  principal  and 
interest  might  be  divided  between  the  three  surviving  children  and 
the  representatives  of  the  one  who  had  lately  died ;  or  if  the  Court 
did  not  think  it  right  to  make  an  order  to  that  effect,  then  that 
they  might  be  paid  to  the  admimstrator  of  Joseph  TyndaU  Pitt  the 
younger. 

Mr.  Fry,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  BardsweiU,  for  the  Petitioners. 

Mr.  Diekinson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Methcld,  for  the  solicitor  to  the 
suitors'  fund : — 

The  Petitioners  must  affirmatively  prove  their  title  to  this 
share,  which  they  have  not  done,  there  being  no  evidence  whether 
iT^  T.  Pitt  survived  the  testator  or  not :  In  re  Lewes*  Trusts  (1) ; 
Underwood  v.  Wing  (2).  But  if  the  titie  is  proved  sufficientiy,  it 
is  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  the  lunatic  having  enjoyed 
the  income  of  the  fund  ever  since  1852. 

Mr.  MtBar,  for  the  next  of  kin. 

« 

Sir  W.  M.  James,  L.J.  :— 

I  think  it  is  clear  that  the  unpaid  fifth  share  of  the  legacy  ought 
to  be  divided  among  such  of  the  four  children  of  WiUiam  Pitt,  who 
are  known  to  have  survived  the  testetor,  as  are  Uving,  and  the 
representatives  of  the  one  of  those  four  children  who  has  since 
died.    There  is  no  doubt  that  those  four  children  were  included  in 

(1)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  356.  (2)  4  D.  M,  &  G.  633 ;  8  H.  L.  C.  183. 
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the  class  of  childien  of  William  Pitt  Hying  at  the  testator's  death.       L.  JJ. 
There  is  a  donbt  whether  William  PitP$  fifth  child  was  not  included,        1S71 
bat  no  eyidence  has  been  adduced,  nor  apparently  can  be  obtained,       j^ 
to  shew  that  he  was  living  at  the  testator's  death,  and  so  included    ^^^^ 
in  the  class ;  and  it  lies  upon  those  claiming  under  him  to  shew 
that  he  was  included.    As  to  the  defence  founded  on  the  StahUe  of 
LUniiatians,  the  answer,  so  far  as  relates  to  the  principal,  is,  that  the 
Courts  actmg  on  behalf  of  the  lunatic,  invested  the  fund  to  an 
account^  the  title  of  which  shewed  that  the  children  of  William  Pitt 
had  an  interest  in  it    As  regards  the  income,  however,  I  think 
that  the  defence  must  prevail,  and  that  the  Petitioners  can  only 
claim  interest  for  six  years.    The  Petitioners  must  bear  their  own 
costs ;  the  costs  of  the  Bespondents  must  come  out  of  the  residue 
of  the  trust  fund  after  paying  to  the  Petitioners  their  share  of 
the  legacy ;  and  the  interest  must  come  out  of  the  funds  to  which 
the  lunatic  is  absolutely  entitled. 

Sib  G.  Msllish,  L.J.,  concurred. 

Solicitors:  Messrs.  Burtm,  Yeaies,  dt  Hart;  Messrs.  Johnson  & 
Master. 


PABH ALL  V.  PABHALL.  l.  jj. 


OreditoT'^AdministrcUum — Loan  to  Executor. 

The  ezecatrix  of  a  testator  kept  an  execatonhip  aoootint  with  a  hank,  and 
haying  a  power,  under  the  will,  to  mortgage  the  real  estate  in  aid  of  the  per- 
sonalty, she  deposited  with  the  hank  the  title-deeds  of  part  of  the  testator^ 
real  estate  as  security  for  the  halanoe.  The  account  was  oonsiderahly  over- 
drawn hy  the  executrix,  and  the  moneys  to  a  great  extent  misapplied,  hut 
without  the  hank  having  notice  of  the  misapplication.  The  security  having 
proved  insu£Bcient  to  pay  the  halance,  the  hank  applied  to  prove  as  creditors 
against  the  testator's  estate  for  the  difference : — 

Held  (reversing  the  decision  of  Bacon^  V.C.),  that  they  were  not  entitled 
to  prove ;  for  that  a  person  cannot,  hy  contract  with  an  executor,  acquire  a 
light  to  prove  as  a  creditor  against  the  estate,  though  the  executor  has  power 
to  give  him  a  lien  on  specific  assets. 

1  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  Yice-Chancellor  Baoon  on 
an  adjourned  summons  allowing  a  proof  by  the  London  and  County 
Banking  Company. 


[1867    F.    9.]  ;^ 
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L.  jj.  Tlie  testator  was  a  customer  of  the  London  and  County  Bcmk^ 
1871  and  at  his  deaths  in  December,  ISTl,  was  indebted  to  them,  on  an 
FijRHMx  overdrawn  account,  to  the  amount  of  £732,  for  which  they  held  the 
^  ^'  title-deeds  of  part  of  his  estates.  His  widow  was  his  executrix,  and 
—  as  such  had,  by  his  will,  a  power  to  charge  his  real  estate  in  aid  of 
his  personal  estate.  After  the  testator's  death  she  kept  an  account 
with  the  bank, headed  ^*Bicha/rd  FarAoZT^'Executors'  Account;"  and 
the  cheques  which  she  drew  on  it  were  signed  by  her  '*  Mary  FarhaB, 
for  Executors  of  Biehard  FarhdU,''  This  account  being  overdrawn, 
Mrs.  FarhaU  deposited  the  deeds  of  another  part  of  the  testator's 
estates  as  a  security.  The  result  was,  that  beside  the  £732  due 
irom  the  testator  at  his  death,  the  sum  of  £1861  145.  lOd.  became 
due  to  them  on  this  later  account.  A  decree  for  administration  of 
the  estate  having  been  made  in  this  suit,  the  bank  claimed  to  prove 
for  these  sums,  and  by  consent  the  estates,  the  title-deeds  of  which 
had  been  deposited,  were  ordered  to  be  sold  without  prejudice  to 
any  question.  On  the  23rd  of  January,  1869,  the  claim  of  the  bank 
to  rank  as  incumbrancers  on  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  was  allowed 
by  Yice-Chancellor  James  (!)•  After  this  the  sales  were  completed, 
and  the  result  was,  that  of  the  £1861  148.  lOcZ.  a  balance  of  £987 
remained  unpaid,  for  which  the  bank  claimed  to  prove. 

It  appeared,  &om  Mrs.  FarhcUTa  own  affidavit,  that,  to  a  great 
extent,  the  moneys  drawn  out  of  the  bank  had  been  improperly 
applied ;  but  it  was  not  alleged  that  the  bank  had  any  notice  of 
their  not  being  required  and  applied  for  proper  purposes. 

Yice-Chancellor  Bacon  having  allowed  the  claim  (2),  the  Plain- 
tiff appealed. 

Mr.  Fry^  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Inee,  for  the  Appellant : — 

An  executor  or  administrator  can  pledge  the  assets,  which  is  only 
a  way  of  realizing  them.  But  there  is  no  authority  for  saying  that 
he  can  pledge  the  credit  of  the  estate  generally,  so  as  to  make  the 
person  with  whem  he  contracts  a  creditor  of  the  estate.  The  two 
cases  of  Secar  v.  Atkinson  (3),  and  Bose  v.  Bowler  (4),  are  recon- 
ciled and  explained  in  PoweU  v.  Oraham  (5).    The  authorities, 

(1)  Law  Rep.  7  Eq.  286.  (3)  1  H.  Bl.  102. 

(2)  Ibid.  12.Eq.  98.  (4)  Ibid.  108. 

(5)  7  Taunt.  581. 
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as  snmmed  up  in  WUKams  on  Executors  (1),  sapport  our  contention,      L.  JJ. 
and  Ashby  v.  AMy  (2)  does  not  oppose  it  I87i 


Mr.  Kay,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Waller,  in  support  of  the  order : —  «. 


If  tliis  account  had  been  in  credit,  the  balance  would  have 
belonged  to  the  testator's  estate,  and  the  bank,  to  their  own  loss, 
must  have  treated  the  account  as  an  executorship  account,  and 
could  not  hare  set  off  the  private  debt  of  the  executrix  against 
it :  Eoi  parte  Kingston  (3).  The  executrix,  it  is  admitted,  might 
have  mortgaged  to  its  utmost  value  every  chattel  forming  part 
of  the  testator's  estate,  and,  under  this  will,  might  have  mort- 
gaged the  realty  to  any  extent.  Why,  then,  might  she  not  create 
a  general  debt  which  would  be  less  disadvantageous  to  the  other 
creditors  than  the  charges  which  she  confessedly  had  power  to 
make  ?  The  authorities  referred  to  against  us  decide  no  more  than 
this,  that  the  judgment  is  to  be  {2^  honis  propriis,  there  being  enough 
to  charge  the  executor  personally.  Saynes  v«  Forzhaw  (4)  decides 
the  present  point  in  our  favour.  At  the  worst,  we  are  entitled  to 
stand  in  the  place  of  any  creditors  who  have  been  paid  with  this 
money. 

Sib  W.  M.  Jakes,  L.J. : — 

In  this  case  it  scenes  to  me  quite  clear  that  there  was  no  legal 
debt  due  from  the  estate  to  the  bank.  The  executrix  borrows 
money  as  executrix,  says  that  she  is  executrix,  and  the  bank  debit 
her  as  executrix.  To  say  that  this  charges  the  estate  would  give 
executors  power  to  create  debts  to  an  unlimited  extent  The 
executor  has  the  power  to  realize  the  personal  estate  and  to  pledge 
specific  assets,  which  is  one  mode  of  realizing  them.  Here  the 
executor  has  also  power  to  pledge  the  realty ;  and  I  have  myself, 
by  a  former  order,  given  the  bankers  the  full  benefit  of  the  charge 
they  had  on  part  of  the  real  estate,  and  held  them  not  answerable 
for  any  devastavit  the  executrix  committed  as  to  the  moneys 
raised  by  that  mortgage.  But  to  say  that  the  executrix  can,  by 
borrowing  money,  enable  the  person  who  has  lent  it  to  stand  as  a 
creditor  upon  the  estate,  is  a  position  supported  by  no  authority 

(1)  5th  Ed.  p.  1605;  6th  Ed.  p.  1636-8.  (3)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  632. 

(2)  7  B.  &  0.  444.  (4)  11  Hare,  93, 104. 


Faiuiau^ 


1 26  CHANCERY  APPEALS.  [L.  R. 

li.  jj.      and  no  principle.    The  contract  is  with  the  execatrix ;  there  is  no 
1871        loan  to  the  estate ;  there  is  no  credit  given  to  the  estate ;  the  credit 
Pamall     ^  given  only  to  the  person  who  borrows,  though  the  money  may 
«.         be  borrowed  for  the  purposes  of  the  estate. 

It  was  urged  for  the  Bespondents  that  they  were,  at  all  erents, 

creditors  to  the  extent  to  which  the  money  was  applied  in  payment 
of  debts,  and  we  were  referred  to  Haynes  v.  Forshaw  (1).  But  when 
that  case  is  fully  considered,  looking  at  the  whole  of  it,  and  not 
merely  at  a  passage  picked  out  here  and  there,  it  only  decides 
that  an  executor  paying  money  for  the  estate  is  entitled  to  hare 
credit  for  it,  and,  if  necessary,  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  person 
to  whom  he  has  paid  it ;  and  the  learned  Judge  goes  on  to  say,  that 
perhaps  anybody  else  who  has  paid  money  on  behalf  of  the  estate 
may  be  able  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  creditor  who  has  been 
paid.  I  can  easily  conceive  many  cases  in  which  this  would  be 
just  and  equitable ;  but  there  is  nothing  in  that  case  to  support 
the  contention  that,  if  a  man  lends  money  to  an  executor,  who  says 
**  I  am  going  to  pay  debts  with  it,''  and  the  debts  are  not  paid, 
the  lender  is  to  stand  in  the  same  place  as  if  the  debts  had  been 
paid  with  the  money.  The  bankers,  no  doubt^  took  it  for  granted 
that  the  executrix  was  going  to  apply  the  whole  of  the  money 
which  she  borrowed  from  them  for  the  purposes  of  the  estate ;  but 
she  did  not  do  so ;  and  I  am  of  opinion  therefore  that  their  claim 
fails. 

Sib  Or.  Mellish,  L.  J. : — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  appears  to  me  to  be  settled  law 
that,  upon  a  contract  of  borrowing  made  by  an  executor  after 
the  death  of  the  testator,  the  executor  is  only  liable  personally, 
and  cannot  be  sued  as  executor  so  as  to  get  execution  against 
the  assets  of  the  testator.  The  authorities  on  the  [subject  are 
summed  up  by  Mr.  Justice  Williams  (2):  *^It  seems  to  have 
been  once  considered  that  wherever  an  action  was  brought  against 
an  executor  or  administrator,  on  promises  said  to  have  been 
made  by  him  after  the  death  of  the  testator  or  intestate,  he 
was  chargeable  in  his  own  right,  and  not  in  his  representative 
capacity.    The  more  modem  authorities  have,  however,  established 

(1)  11  Hare,  98, 104.  (2)  Wmiam  on  Ezecutors,  6th  Ed.  p.  1636. 
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that  in  several  instances  the  executor  may  be  sued  as  executor  on      L.  JJ. 
a  promise  made  by  him  as  executor,  and  that  a  declaration  founded       1871 
on  such  a  promise  will  charge  the  Defendant  no  further  than  a     fabhall 
declaration  on  a  promise  of  the  testator."    But  if  we  look  through     p^^^^L 

the  diflTerent  cases  which  follow  that  statement,  it  will  be  found       

that  in  every  one  the  consideration  for  the  promise  of  the  executor 
was  a  contract  or  transaction  with  the  testator.  In  Dowse  v. 
Cooee  (1)  *'  the  declaration  stated  that  a  cause  depending  in 
Chancery,  in  which  ThomoB  Biddle  was  a  party,  was  referred  to 
arbitration,  and  that  it  was  one  of  the  terms  of  submission  that  in 
case  either  of  the  parties  should  die,  the  death  was  not  to  abate  the 
reference."  Then  one  of  them  died ;  the  reference  went  on,  and 
an  award  was  made ;  and  then  a  promise  was  made  by  the  executor, 
as  executor,  to  pay  according  to  that  award.  That  was  a  promise 
grounded  on  the  reference  which  had  been  made  in  the  lifetime  of 
the  testator,  with  an  express  engagement  that  his  executors  should 
be  liable  for  the  performance  of  the  award.  Then,  in  Powell  v. 
Chraham  (2),  ''  one  count  of  the  declaration  stated  a  promise  by 
the  testator  in  his  lifetime,  that  in  consideration  the  Plaintiff  would 
enter  into  his  service  as  a  nurse  and  housekeeper,  and  would 
continue  to  serve  him  till  his  death,  his  executor  should,  after  his 
decease,  pay  the  Plaintiff  £20 ;  and  then  averred  the  Defendant's 
liability  as  executor,  and  that  in  consideration  thereof  the  Defen- 
dant promised  to  pay  the  Plaintiff  that  sum."  There  the  founda- 
tion of  the  promise  by  the  executor  was  a  previous  contract  made 
with  the  testator.  Then,  again,  Mr.  Justice  Williams  says :  ''  So  it 
should  seem  that  a  county  averring  that  the  Defendant,  as  executor, 
was  indebted  to  the  Plaintiff  for  so  much  money  paid  by  the 
Plaintiff  to  the  use  of  the  Defendant  as  executor,  and  that  in  con- 
sideration thereof  the  Defendant,  as  executor,  promised  to  pay, 
charges  the  Defendant  in  his  representative  character  only." 
Then  he  states  the  reason :  ''  For  instance,  suppose  two  persons 
are  jointly  bound  as  sureties,  and  the  one  dies,  and  the  survivor  is 
sued,  and  obliged  to  pay  the  whole  debt — ^in  such  case,  if  the 
deceased  had  been  living,  the  survivor  might  have  sued  him  for 
contribution  in  an  action  for  money  paid ;  and  it  should  therefore 
seem  that  he  is  entitled  to  sue  the  executor  of  the  deceased  for 

(1)  3  Bing.  20.  (2)  7  Taunt  581. 
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L.  jj.       money  paid  to  his  nse  as  executor."    That  shews,  no  doubt,  that  a 

1871        count  for  money  paid  for  the  use  of  an  executor  is  a  good  count  to 

Fabhall     charge  him  in  his  representative  character,  when  the  demand  arises 

Fabh  ^^  consequence  of  a  contract  made  with  the  testator.    Then  he 

goes  on  to  say :  "  But  a  count,  alleging  that  the  Defendant,  as 

executor,  was  indebted  to  the  Plaintiff  for  so  much  money  lent  by 
the  Plaintiff  to  the  Defendant  as  executor,  and  that  the  Defendant^ 
in  consideration  thereof,  as  executor,  promised  to  pay,  charges  him 
personally ;  and  the  only  possible  judgment  is  de  bonis  propriis. 
And  so  it  is  of  a  count  which  charges  that  the  Defendant,  as 
executor,  was  indebted  to  the  Plaintiff  for  money  had  and  received 
by  the  Defendant,  as  executor,  for  the  use  of  the  Plaintiff." 
This  I  take  to  be  the  law ;  and  although,  as  respects  money  had 
and  received.  Lord  TerUerden  and  Mr.  Justice  Bayley^  in  the  case 
of  Ashhy  v.  Ashhy  (I),  said,  that  if  the  matter  were  res  nova,  they 
should  have  some  doubt  whether  the  Plaintiff  might  not  elect  to 
treat  the  receipt  of  the  money  as  an  act  done  by  the  Defendant  in 
his  character  of  executor,  and  though  it  is  quite  possible  that  an 
executor  may  receive  money  after  the  death  of  his  testator,  in  con- 
sequence of  some  act  done  or  contract  made  by  the  testator  during 
his  lifetime — in  which  case  it  certainly  seems  somewhat  anomalous 
that  the  Plaintiff  should  not  be  able  to  recover  it  out  of  the  assets — 
yet  both  those  learned  Judges  considered  the  point  to  be  settled 
by  the  authorities.  Mr.  Justice  Williams  then  goes  on  to  say: 
**  So  a  count,  alleging  that  the  Defendant,  as  executor,  was  indebted 
to  the  Plaintiff  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  by  the  Plaintiff  to  the 
Defendant,  as  executor,  at  his  request,  or  for  work  done  and 
materials  for  the  same  used  and  provided  by  the  Plaintiff  for  the 
Defendant^  as  executor,  at  his  request,  and  that  the  Defendant  as 
executor  promised  to  pay,  charges  the  Defendant  in  his  personal, 
and  not  in  his  representative,  character ;  for  such  a  claim  must 
necessarily  be  for  debts  due  from  the  Defendant  in  his  own  rights 
as  no  goods  can  be  sold  to,  or  work  performed  for,  another  in  his 
representative  character :  Comer  v.  Shew  (2)."  That  case  shews 
plainly  that  no  contract  can  be  made  with  an  executor  which  will 
not  charge  him  personally,  but  will  charge  him  de  bonis  testatoris. 
There  were  counts  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  work  and 
(1)  7  B.  &  0.  444.  (2)  3  M.  &  W.  350. 
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labour  done,  not  saying  for  what  purpose — in  all  probability  it  may       L.  J  J. 
have  been  for  the  funeral  of  the  testator — yet  it  was  held  that  on       isn 
those  counts  the  Defendant  could  only  be  charged  personally,    fabhall 
which  shews  how  strict  the  law  is.  .  Fahhall. 

Now,  the  only  doubt  that  has  been  raised  is  from  what  is  said       

by  Mr.  Justice  Bayley^  in  the  case  of  AsKby  y.  AMjy  (1),  which  I 
camiot  help  thinking  has  been  misunderstood  by  the  Yioe-Chan- 
cellor  in  this  case ;  and  I  must  also  say  it  appears  to  me  to  have 
been  misunderstood  by  the  present  Lord  Chancellor,  when  Vice- 
Chancellor,  in  Haynes  v.  Forshaw  (2),  both  of  those  learned  Judges 
appearing  to  understand  him  to  have  laid  down,  that  if  an  executor 
asked  a  banker  or  anybody  else  to  pay  money  for  the  purpose  of 
paying  a  debt  of  the  testator,  and  he  did  pay  the  money,  that  then 
that  would  be  money  paid  to  his  use  as  an  executor.  All  that 
Mr.  Justice  Bayley  was  considering  was,  whether  the  count  for 
money  paid  to  the  use  of  an  executor,  as  executor,  was  a  good  count ; 
and  of  course  it  was  a  good  count  if,  by  any  possibility,  money 
could  be  paid  to  the  use  of  an  executor  as  executor.  I  think  that 
what  he  says  is  explained  by  the  instance  which  he  puts  afterwards, 
and  that  he  did  not  mean  to  say  that  the  money  could  be  money 
paid  to  the  use  of  the  executor  as  executor,  unless  the  matter 
arose  out  of  a  contract  with,  or  something  done  by,  the  testator. 
And  that  is  very  clearly  explained  in  the  same  case  by  Mr.  Justice 
LitQedale,  who  does  not  share  the  doubts  of  Lord  Tenterden  and 
Mr.  Justice  Bayley,  but  lays  down  very  plainly  what,  I  apprehend, 
i9  perfectly  clear  law,  that  the  debts  contracted  by  the  executor 
cannot  come  into  competition  with  the  debts  contracted  by  the 
testator  in  respect  of  their  being  paid  out  of  the  assets. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  claimants  are  not  entitled  to 
prove  for  this  debt  in  competition  with  the  creditors  of  the  testator. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Stevens,  Wilkinson,  dt  Harries  ;  Messrs.  Sie- 
fhens  dt  Matthews. 

(1)  7  B.  &  C.  444.  (2)  11  Hare,  93. 
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L.C.  UPMANN  V.  ELKAN. 

i^  [1869    U.    24.] 

'^fll*  5.  Forged  Trade-inarh-^Injunduni''Agmf^C()st9-^Coet8  of  Be8p<mdmL 

A  firm  of  forwarding  agents  in  London  received  &om  correspondents  abroad 
several  boxes  of  cigars  bearing  forged  brands,  which  were  to  be  delivered  to 
several  persons  in  England,  On  application  by  the  makers  whose  brand  bad 
been  forged,  the  agents  gave  information  as  to  the  consignors^  and  offered 
either  to  send  back  the  cigars  or  to  erase  the  brands : — 

Held  (affirming  the  decree  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls),  on  a  bill  for  in- 
junction filed  by  the  makers  whose  brands  were  forged,  that  the  fact  of  the 
agents  being  merely  carriers  was  no  defence  to  the  suit ;  bat  that  as  they 
had  given  sufficient  information,  and  offered  to  erase  the  brands,  they  were 
not  to  pay  costs. 

The  Appellant  gave  notice  to  a  Kespondent  whose  costs  the  Appellant  had 
been  ordered  to  pay,  that  no  alteration  in  the  order  as  to  his  costs  was  asked 
for,  and  offered  to  pay  his  costs  : — 

Hddf  that  the  Respondent  was  not  entitled  to  his  costs  of  appearing  on 
the  appeal. 

X  HIS  was  a  suit  against  the  holders  of  goods  bearing  a  fraudulent 
trade-mark. 

The  Plaintiffs  were  cigar  manufacturers  in  Cuba,  and  discovered 
in  June,  1869,  that  several  boxes  of  cigars,  of  inferior  quality  and 
not  made  by  them,  but  bearing  their  brand,  had  been  sent  to  the 
Katharine  Docks,  and  was  there  entered  in  the  name  of  Messrs. 
Elkan,  who  resided  at  Earnhv/irff,  but  carried  on  in  London  the 
business  of  agents  for  forwarding  goods  consigned  to  them.  These 
cigars  had  been  consigned  to  them  by  Messrs.  Herold  &  Saenger,  of 
Hamburfff  with  directions  to  forward  the  contents  to  about  twenty  dif- 
ferent persons  in  England.  The  Plaintiffs,  on  making  this  discovery, 
applied  to  Messrs.  Elkan,  who  were  up  to  that  time,  as  it  appeared 
on  the  evidence,  not  aware  that  the  brands  were  false.  There  was 
some  controversy  as  to  what  took  place  on  the  application  by  the 
Plaintiffs,  but  in  the  opinion  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  Messrs.  Elkan 
at  once  offered  to  give  the  name  of  the  consignor,  and  offered  either 
to  send  back  the  boxes  of  cigars  or  to  erase  the  brands,  but  refused 
to  disclose  the  names  of  the  persons  to  whom  the  cigars  were 
ordered  to  be  delivered,  stating  that  such  information  would  be 
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useless.  After  the  bill  was  filed^  howeyer,  they  disclosed  the  names       L.G. 
of  the  persons  to  whom  the  cigars  were  ordered  to  be  delivered.  1871 

The  Plaintiffs  then  amended  the  bill,  and  made  all  these  per-      Ufmann 
sons  Defendants.     These  Defendants  all  disclaimed  any  intention      ^^^^ 
to  infringe  the  trade-mark,  and  the  bill  was  dismissed  against  all       -*— 
of  them  except  Messrs.  Barnherg  <&  Hoar,  who  were  retained  as 
Defendants. 

The  Master  of  the  Bolls  ordered  the  Plaintiffs  to  pay  the  costs 
of  Hamberg  (&  Hoar,  and  also  of  the  Dock  Company,  who  had  been 
made  Defendants ;  and  ordered  that  the  consignors  should  be  at 
liberty  to  intervene ;  and  that  if  they  did  not,  the  brands  of  the 
Plaintiffs  should  be  erased ;  and  that  the  Plaintiffs  should  have  a 
lien  on  the  cigars  for  their  costs ;  as  reported  (1). 

The  Plaintiffs  appealed ;  and  with  the  Petition  of  appeal  their 
solicitors  sent  to  the  Defendants  Eamberg  &  Hoar  a  letter  as 
follows : — 

''  The  appeal  Petitions  do  not  ask  for  any  alteration  in  the  orders 
made  as  to  your  costs ;  and  as  your  costs  will  be  paid  before  the 
Petitions  are  heard  in  all  probability,  it  will  be  .unnecessary  for  you 
to  attend  by  counsel  on  the  hearing.  If  you  are  not  paid  before 
the  hearing  we  undertake  to  pay  your  costs  up  to  the  time  of  the 
orders  appealed  from  in  order  to  save  the  expense  of  your  appear- 
ing needlessly  on  the  appeals." 

Mr.  E3disy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  E.  Cutler ^  for  the  Appellants  :— 

Messrs.  Elkan  were  clearly  more  than  mere  carriers,  and  must 
have  been  aware  of  what  the  goods  were.  We  say  that  we  ought 
to  have  had  an  injunction  and  costs  as  against  them:  Moet  v. 
Couston  (2).  Even  if  we  do  not  get  an  injunction,  we  are  entitled 
to  relief  as  against  these  Defendants,  and.  ought  to  have  our  costs. 
We  contend  that  tliey  did  not,  before  the  bUl  was  filed,  offer  to 
give  us  all  that  we  were  entitled  to. 

Mr.  BoQ^bwrgh^  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  BardstoeU,  for  Messrs.  Elkan : — 

Agents  cannot  possibly  tell  whether  a  brand  is  genuine,  and  we 
offered  to  do  all  that  we  could.     If  we  did  at  first  refuse  to  give  * 
the  names  of  the  persons  to  whom  the  cigars  were  to  be  sent,  it 

(I)  Law  Rep.  12  Eq.  140.  (2)  33  Beav.  578. 

N  2  1 
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L.  G.  turns  out  that  the  information  would  have  been  quite  useless ;  and 

1S71  we  did  afterwards  give  it.    This  is,  in  fact,  an  appeal  for  costs,  as 

Ufmakn  to  which  there  is  no  fixed  rule,  and  on  which  the  Court  has  exer- 

^^•^j^  cised  its  discretion :  Airmvorth  v.  WcUmdey  (1). 

Mr.  Terrell,  for  Hamberff  &^  Hoar,  asked  for  their  costs  of  the 
appeal. 

Mr.  EidtB,  in  reply. 

Lord  Hatherlby,  L.C.  : — 

It  has  been  argued  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to 
an  injunction  against  the  Defendants,  who  had  been  guilty  of 
no  offence,  being  merely  carriers  receiring  goods,  which,  though 
fraudulently  marked,  were  not  for  their  own  use,  nor  to  be  sold 
by  them  for  their  own  benefit,  but  were  receired  merely  for  the 
purpose  of  transmitting  them  to  the  persons  to  whom  they  were 
consigned. 

I  cannot  conceive  a  doctrine  more  dangerous  or  mischievous^  or 
more  fatal  to  the  authority  of  the  Court  with  respect  to  trade-marks. 
If  that  argument  prevailed,  any  persons  being  abroad,  as  was  the 
case  in  this  instance,  and  minded  to  commit  frauds  upon  an 
English  trade-mark,  could  easily  do  so  by  sending  their  different 
consignments  together  to  persons  in  the  position  of  the  Defendants, 
who  appear  to  be  respectable  agents  and  warehousemen,  thereby 
committing  an  injury  in  a  manner  most  convenient  for  themselves, 
and  very  mischievous  to  the  person  .entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the 
trade-marks. 

The  Master  of  the  Bolls  seems  to  have  said — and  I  entirely 
agree  with  him — that  there  would  be  a  right  to  an  injunction  if 
the  Defendants  had  not  made  an  offer  of  redress  when  first  the 
complaint  was  made ;  and  this  appeal  is  brought  forward  almost  as 
an  appeal  for  costs,  to  which,  in  fact,  the  argument  has  been  mainly, 
if  not  entirely,  addressed.  If,  however,  I  thought  that  the  Plain- 
tiffs had  not,  really  and  substantially,  obtained  all  they  had  a  right 
to  obtain,  or  that  they  might  be  again  exposed  to  be  damnified  in 
this  same  manner  by  the  Defendants,  I  think  it  would  have  been 

(1)  Law  Rep.  1  Eq.  518. 


V. 
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my  daty  to  have  granted  the  injunction  instead  of  taking  the  inter-       L.  C. 
mediate  coarse  which  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  has  taken.  I87i 

The  Plaintiffs  are  the  undoubted  owners  of  the  trade-mark^  and      upmaxn 
have  given  sufficient  evidence  that  these  goods,  which  are  impressed 
with  the  trade-mark,  are  not  theirs.     [His  Lordship  then  com- 
mented on  the  evidence,  as  leading  him  to  that  conclusion.] 

It  was  the  business  of  Messrs.  JSZA^an,  the  moment  the  complaint 
was  made,  to  give  all  proper  information.  They  say  they  were 
innocent,  and  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  has  held  them  to  be  inno- 
cent, and  I  hold  them  to  be  innocent  of  any  part  of  this  contrivance 
on  the  part  of  the  consignor ;  but  still  it  was  their  duty,  from  the 
first  moment,  to  give  all  the  information  they  possibly  could,  and 
to  offer  all  redress,  and  the  question  is  whether  they  did  so.  No 
doubt  they  declined  giving  the  names  of  the  persons  to  whom  the 
goods  were  addressed,  but  they  gave  the  name  of  the  consignor,  say- 
ing that  the  goods  were  addressed  to  about  twenty  different  people, 
and  that  they  did  not  at  present  see  why  they  should  give  the 
names  of  these  twenty  people.  That,  I  think,  was  an  error  on 
their  part,  but  suppressing  the  names  of  the  consignees  would  be 
a  matter  of  small  importance  if  they  did  on  that  occasion  offer  to 
do  one  of  two  things,  either  to  send  the  goods  back,  which  would  be 
no  redress,  because  it  would  enable  the  consignors  to  repeat  the 
fraud,  or  to  erase  the  trade-mark  altogether.  If  they  made  these 
offers  before  the  bill  was  filed,  it  really  seems  to  me  that  they,  as 
innocent  holders,  did  all  that  they  need  do.  If  the  trade-mark 
was  erased,  the  goods  could  not  go  with  the  trade-mark  to  the 
persons  to  whom  they  were .  directed,  and  the  Plaintiffs  could  do 
nothing  against  parties  who  would  not  be  properly  parties  to 
the  suit.  [His  Lordship  then  commented  on  the  evidence,  and 
expressed  his  opinion  that  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  was  not  wrong 
in  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  the  evidence  did  prove  that  the 
offer  was  made  before  the  bill  was  filed.] 

As  to  the  persons  to  whom  the  goods  were  to  be  sent,  it  is 
clear  that  there  was  a  mistake  in  making  them  Defendants. 
There  was  no  proof  that  they  ordered  the  goods,  and  the  goods 
never  reached  them  in  any  way  whatever.  It  seems  that  eighteen 
of  them  were  dismissed,  but  as  to  the  two  who  were  retained,  I 
cannot  say  that  they  were  justified  in  appearing  on  this  appeal, 
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L.  C.       when  an  offer  had  been  made  to  pay  them  their  costs  then  and 
1871        there.    The  proper  order  is  to  dismiss  the  petition  of  appeal  with 
Upuakn     costs  as  to  the  Defendants  Messrs.  Elka/n^  and  without  costs  as  to* 
the  other  Defendants. 


V, 

Elkait. 


Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiffs :  Messrs.  Lrnnley  &  Lumley. 
Solicitors  for  Messrs.  Elkan :  Messrs.  Le  Biche  &  Son. 
Solicitors  for  Messrs.  Sdmberff  &  Hoar :  Mr.  S.  8coiL 


L.  c.  McILWEAITH  v.  DUBLIN  TEUNK  CONNECTING 

1871  EAILWAY  COMPANY. 

^^-  ^>  ^'  [1869.    M.    171.] 

Company — Scripholder — Sharthdlder — Bemoving  Name  from  Eegister, 

The  Plaintiff  applied  for  scrip  in  a  company,  the  prospectus  of  which  stated 
that  on  registration  of  the  scrip,  of  which  due  notice  would  be  given,  the  £50 
scrip  certificates  would  be  divided  into  shares  of  £10  each.  One  hundred 
scrip  certificates  were  allotted  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  he  paid  the  deposit  thereon. 
The  company  afterwards  brought  an  action  against  him  for  money  due  on 
calls  in  respect  of  500  shares,  to  which  he  pleaded  that  he  was  not  a  share- 
holder. He  afterwards  attended  a  meeting  of  the  company,  and  signed  proxy- 
papers  for  votes  at  another  meeting.  His  name  had  been  placed  on  the 
register  as  a  holder  of  500  shares,  but  no  notice  of  this  was  given  to  him  until 
long  afterwards : — 

Bdd  (affirming  the  decree  of  the  Master  of  the  Holls),  that  the  Plaintifr 
was  entitled  to  have  his  name  removed  from  the  register  of  shareholders : — 

Qtuere,  whether  he  could,  as  against  creditors  of  the  company,  have  con- 
tended that  he  was  not  a  shareholder. 

X  HIS  was  a  suit  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  namo  of  John 
MelltoraUhy  the  Plaintiff^  taken  ofif  the  list  of  shareholders  in  the 
Dvblin  Tnmh  Connecting  Railway  Company, 

The  company  was  incorporated,  in  1864,  by  27  &  28  Vict  c.  cccxxi 
It  was  provided,  by  sect-  7,  that  the  number  of  shares  into  which 
the  capital  of  the  company  should  be  divided  should  be  25,500, 
and  the  amount  of  each  share  £10 ;  and  that  no  share  should  be 
issued  by  the  company,  or  vest  in  the  person  accepting  the  same, 
until  not  less  than  £20  per  centum  on  the  nominal  amount  thereof 
should  have  been  paid  thereon.;  and^  by  sect  9,  that  it  should  not 
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be  lawful  for  the  company  to  issue  any  share^  nor  should  any  share       U  C. 
Test  in  the  person  -accepting  the  same,  unless  and  until  a  sum  not       1871 
being  less  than  one-fifth  part  of  the  amount  of  such  share  should  MolLwiLarH 
have  been  paid  up  thereon.  r. 

TWrnrrw 

In  the  q>ring  of  1865,  the  company,  by  their  directors,  issued  a      Tbukk 
prospectus  stating  that  the  capital  was  £255,000,  in  5100  pro-  ^S!!J![?cS. 

Tisional  scrip  certificates  to  bearer  of  £50  each— £1  to  be  paid  on       

application,  and  £4  on  allotment ;  and  stating,  among  other  things, 
that  ^  on  registration  of  the  scrip,  of  which  due  notice  ^  ill  be  given, 
the  certificates  for  £50  will  be  divided  into  five  shares  of  £10 
each," 

On  the  5th  of  June,  1865,  the  Plaintiff  paid  a  deposit  of  £150 
to  the  bankers  of  the  company,  and  on  the  same  day  signed  tlie 
following  printed  application  for  an  allotment  of  150  scrip  certifi- 
cates:— 

"  Having  paid  to  your  bankers  the  sum  of  £150, 1  hereby  request 
that  you  will  allot  me  150  scrip  certificates,  of  £50  each,  in  the 
Dvblin  Trunk  Connecting  BaUway  Company ;  and  I  agree  to  accept 
such  scrip  certificates,  or  any  less  number  that  may  be  allotted  to 
me,  and  to  pay  the  further  sum  of  £4  per  certificate  due  upon 
such  allotment.** 

In  answer  to  his  application.  Plaintiff  received  a  letter  informing 
him  that  125  scrip  certificates  had  been  allotted  to  him,  the  scrip 
certificates  being  each  in  the  following  form,  after  the  heading : — 

"  The  holder  of  this  certificate  for  £50  having  paid  a  deposit  of 
£5,  is  entitled,  on  registration,  to  have  this  certificate  divided  into 
five  shares  of  £10  each  in  the  Dvhlin  Trunk  Connecting  BaUway 
Company y  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  above  Act" 

The  Plaintiff  then  paid  a  further  sum  of  £475  to  the  bankers  of 
the  company. 

On  the  16th  of  August,  1865,  a  circular  was  sent  to  the  scrip- 
holders,  giving  them  notice  that  the  shares  did  not  vest  in  the 
allottees  until  not  less  than  20  per  cent,  of  the  nominal  amount 
thereof  should  have  been  paid  thereon,  and  suggesting  that  they 
should  pay  £1  a  share  if  they  meant  to  attend  the  ensuing  meeting 
of  the  company.    The  Plaintiff  denied  the  receipt  of  this  circular. 
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L.  C.       but  he  did,  in  1865,  receive  two  letters  from  the  company,  applying 

1871        for  money  as  dae  for  calls  upon  shares. 

McIlwbaith      '^^^  Plaintiff  took  no  notice  of  these  letters,  and  never  applied  to 

DcmiK      ^*^®  *^®  ®^^^P  registered,  or  for  shares.    The  register  of  shares  was 

Trunk      made  and  sealed  in  August,  1865,  but,  for  some  reason  not  given. 

Railway  Co.  the  Plaintiff's  name  was  not  placed  on  the  register  until  January, 

1866,  when  he  was  registered  as  the  holder  of  500  shares.     He 

appeared  to  have  sold  twenty-five  of  his  125  scrip  certificates. 

Tn  March,  1866,  the  company  brought  an  action  against  the 
Plaintiff  for  calls  on  500  shares.  He  appeared,  and  pleaded,  witli 
other  pleas,  that  he  never  had  been  and  was  not  then  a  shareholder. 
The  company  filed  a  replication,  but  did  not  proceed  further  with 
the  action. 

On  the  1st  of  May,  1866,  the  Plaintiff  attended  an  extraordinary 
general  meeting  of  the  company,  convened  by  the  directors,  in 
which  the  chairman  of  the  company  was  in  the  chair.  The  Plaintiff 
signed  his  name  in  the  attendance-book  of  the  meeting,  the  list 
being  headed,  ''Shareholders  present  at  Extraordinary  General 
Meeting,"  and  he  signed  as  holding  500  shares.  The  Plaintiff 
stated  that  he  attended  the  meeting  supposing  it  to  be  a  meeting 
of  persons  interested  in  compelling  the  directors  to  account  to  the 
scrip-holders ;  and  that  when  the  chairman  announced  that  no  scrip- 
holder  who  had  not  become  a  shareholder  would  be  allowed  to  take 
any  part  in  the  proceedings,  he  (the  Plaintiff)  took  no  part,  and 
remained  as  a  spectator  merely. 

The  Plaintiff  in  1867  signed  two  proxy-papers  for  voting  at 
meetings,  in  which  papers  he  was  styled  a  proprietor;  but  he 
declared  that  he  never  intended  to  acknowledge  himself  as  a  share- 
holder, and  signed  the  papers  at  the  request  of  one  Williams,  who, 
as  the  Plaintiff  understood,  was  then  desirous  of  compelling  the 
directors  to  account  to  the  scrip-holders. 

On  the  14th  of  November,  1867,  the  Plaintiff  received  a  letter 
from  the  company  announcing  a  call  of  £2  per  share,  and  stating 
that  the  Plaintiff  was  registered  as  holder  of  500  shares.  This 
the  Plaintiff  stated  to  be  the  first  intimation  he  had  received  that 
he  was  registered  as  a  shareholder.  And  it  did  not  appear  that 
the  company  had  ever  given  general  notice  of  their  intention  to 
register  the  shares. 
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On  the  18th  of  March,  1868,  the  Plaintiff  received  a  letter  from       L.  C. 
the  company  demandiog  £1125  for  calls,  and  containing  a  state-        1871 
ment  that  he  was  placed  on  the  register  as  holder  of  125  shares  McIlwbmth 
besides  his  other  shares — ^a  claim  which  was  afterwards  abandoned,      dxjblik 

In  answer  to  this  letter,  on  the  20th  of  March,  1868,  the  Plaintiffs  ^^^^^^ 
solicitors  wrote  to  the  company  a  letter  denying  that  he  was  a  Kailway  Co. 
shareholder  in  the  company,  and  offering  to  accept  service  on  his 
behalf  of  any  process  they  might  issue. 

The  company  proved  abortive. 

On  the  28th  of  May,  1869,  the  Plaintiff's  solicitors  wrote  to  the 
company,  and  required  the  Plaintiff's  name  to  be  erased  from  the 
list  of  shareholders  On  the  23rd  of  Jane,  1869,  the  Plaintiff 
filed  the  original  bill  in  this  suit  against  the  company  and  the 
directors,  stating  in  partas  above  stated,  and  that  he  was  in 
jeopardy  of  writs  of  scire  facias  levied  upon  by  judgment  creditors 
and  otherwise  as  long  as  his  name  remained  on  the  register  of 
shareholders,  and  praying  that  his  name  might  be  erased  from  the 
register,  and  that  the  company  might  be  restrained  from  proceed- 
ing with  their  action,  or  taking  any  other  proceedings  at  law  against 
the  Plaintiff. 

The  Yice-Chancellor  JavMS^  in  whose  Court  the  bill  was  filed, 
granted  an  interim  injunction  restraining  the  action,  and  expressed 
his  opinion  to  be  against  the  right  of  the  company  to  retain  the 
Plaintiff  as  a  shareholder. 

The  suit  was  afterwards  transferred  to  the  Court  of  the  Master 
of  the  Bolls,  before  whom  it  came  to  be  heard  on  motion  for  a 
decree. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  concurred  in  the  view  of  Vice-Chancellor 
James,  and  ordered  the  name  to  be  erased,  and  the  Defendants 
appealed. 

Mr.  Townsend  (Mr.  Sovihgate,  Q.C.,  with  him),  for  the  Appel- 
lants : — 

We  submit  that  the  Act  gave  to  the  directors  the  option  of 
registering  the  scrip-holders  as  shareholders.  The  holder  is  not  to 
apply,  but  the  company  can  register  when  they  think  fit.  The 
facts  in  Eustace  v.  Dublin  Trunk  Connecting  BaUway  Company  (1) 

(1)  Law  Rep.  6  Eq.  182. 
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L.  C.       were  veiy  different :  East  Gloucestershire  BaUway  Company  v.  Bar- 

1871       tholomew  (1)  applies.  Here  the  Plaintiff  had  never  parted  with  his 

HcIlwbaith  shares ;  he  knew  he  was  on  the  register^  and  he  acted  as  a  share- 

DiBLiK      ^oW®r*    He  still  holds  the  scrip  certificates^  and  he  might  at  any 

Trunk      time,  if  the  company  had  been  prosperous,  have  come  in  and 

Kailway  Go.  registered.    Can  he  keep  the  company  for  ever  in  this  state,  and 

"^^       play  fast  and  loose  in  this  manner  ?    His  plea  to  the  action  was 

good,  because  at  the  time  when  the  call  was  made  he  was  not  on 

the  register ;  but  that  does  not  affect  this  question. 

Mr.  Locock  WM  (the  Solicitor-General  (Mr.  Jessd)  with  him) : — 

We  contend  that  the  Plaintiff  did  not  contract  to  take  shares ; 
that  he  was  registered  without  his  knowledge  or  consent ;  and  that 
he  has  never  accepted  the  shares,  or  acquiesced  in  the  registry. 
He  did  not  pay  particular  attention  to  the  list  or  proxy-papers 
which  he  signed,  and  thought  that  he  was  acting  as  a  scrip-holder, 
and  advancing  the  claims  of  the  scrip-holders  against  the  directors. 
He  always  denied  that  he  was  a  shareholder,  and  the  company 
have  never  ventured  to  proceed  with  their  action.  The  company 
has  not  been  wound  up,  and  this  is  not  a  proceeding  by  a  creditor 
seeking  to  make  a  shareholder  liable,  but  a  mere  question  of  con- 
tract or  none  between  the  Plaintiff  and  the  company.  Eustace  v. 
Dvhlin  Tnmh  Connecting  RailuKiy  Company  (2)  is  a  clear  authority 
in  our  favour.  In  East  Oloucestershire  Railway  Company  v.  Bar-- 
tholomew  the  Defendant  had  entered  into  a  subsequent  contract. 

Mr.  Townsendf  in  reply. 

LoBD  Hathebley,  L.C. : — 

This  case  has  been  very  ably  argued  on  both  sides ;  and  I  wish 
to  be  imderstood  as  having  come  to  no  conclusion  as  to  what  would 
be  the  effect  of  some  omissions  and  of  some  commissions  on  the 
part  of  the  Plaintiff  if  the  contest  were  with  a  third  party — with 
creditors,  for  instance — or  were  after  a  winding-up. 

I  think  that  the  only  thing  I  have  to  consider  in  this  case  is  the 

position  of  the  Plaintiff  with  the  company.    And,  first,  did  he 

originally,  and  by  his  application,  enter  into  a  contract  to  take 

shares  ?  Secondly,  if  no  such  contract  was  then  entered  into,  has  his 

(1)  Law  Rep.  3  Ex.  15.  (2)  Law  Rep.  6  Eq.  182. 
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subsequent  conduct  been  such  as  to  create  snch  a  contract,  so  that       L.  G. 
he  must  thenceforth  be  treated  as  a  shareholder  of  the  company  ?       1871 

Now,  I  have  no  doubt  whatever  as  to  the  decision  in  Etudace  MoIli?baith 
V.  LubUn  Trunk  ConnecUnff  BaUway  Company  (1),  which  rekted      jy^ux 
to  the  same  company.  The  original  contract  was  simply  a  contract  q^^^^^ 
which  would  entitle  the  holder  of  a  scrip  certificate  at  some  future  Railway  Co. 
period  to  apply  for  shares,  and  this  was  the  privilege  for  which 
he  paid  his  deposit,  subjecting  himself  to  no  liability. 

Whether  the  directors  had  power  to  start  the  company,  and  to 
issue  shares  in  any  other  way,  we  need  not  now  inquire ;  but  there 
was  a  good  reason  why  they  should  issue  these  scrip  certificates  in 
this  form,  and  that  was,  that  the  Act  of  Parliament  provided  that 
the  shares  should  not  be  issued  until  20  per  cent  was  paid  on 
the  nominal  amount. 

The  learned  Judges  seem,  in  the  case  of  East  Ghuceslershire 
BaUway  Company  v.  Bartholomew  (2),  to  have  agreed  with  the 
arguments  addressed  to  them  by  counsel,  that  the  provision  with 
regard  to  the  non-issuing  of  shares  was  intended  merely  for  the 
protection  of  the  public.  Still,  it  would  have  been  the  duty  of 
the  directors  to  obey  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  and  all  they  could 
do,  if  they  wanted  to  raise  funds,  was  to  issue  scrip  certificates  by 
which,  for  a  less  price  paid,  they  would  sell  the  right  of  being  the 
first  claimant  for  shares  as  soon  as  the  directoip  gave  notice  that 
they  were  prepared  to  register  shares.  Of  course,  until  they  had 
giren  this  notice,  they  would  not  be  able  to  issue  these  shares, 
because  the  scrip-holders  would  have  a  right  to  say  that  these 
shares  were  appropriated,  and  on  payment  of  the  additional  10  per 
cent  to  come  in  and  ask  to  have  the  shares  allotted  to  themselves. 
The  scrip-holders  had  purchased  this  right,  though  of  course  they 
could  not  for  ever  keep  the  company  in  a  state  of  suspense  as  to 
whether  they  meant  to  be  registered  or  not 

It  must  be  a  necessary  consequence  of  such  a  contract  that, 
when  due  notice  of  registration  is  given,  with  a  reasonable  time 
for  holders  to  come  in,  and  they  do  not  come  in  within  that  reason- 
able time,  then  the  company  must  have  power  to  disregard  the 
claims  of  the  holders  of  scrip  certificates  who  did  not  apply  to  be 
registered  at  the  time  which  was  appointed. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  6  £q.  182.  (2)  Law  Bep.  3  Ex.  15. 
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L.  G.  It  did,  certainly^  strike  me  as  singular  that  the  Plaintiff  never 

1871       offered  to  surrender  his  scrip  certificates ;  but  still,  as  was  held  in 

MolLWBAiTH  Euslace  v.  Dublin  Trunk  Connecting  Bailway  Company  (1) — ^a  deci- 
DuBLm  ®^^^  which  was  followed  by  Vice-Chancellor  Stuart  in  In  re  Asiatic 
Trunk      BanJcinff  Corporation  (2),  and  which  was  also  followed  by  the  Master 

Railway  Go.  of  the  BoUs  in  this  case,  and  which  I  entirely  adopt — ^I  think  that 
there  was  originally  no  contract  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  to 
take  any  shares  in  the  company,  but  simply  a  contract  to  put 
himself  in  a  position  of  being  entitled  to  come  in  and  take  shares 
whenever  he  should  receive  due  notice  that  registration  was  about 
to  take  place. 

That  notice  he  never  received,  nor  was  there  any  public  or 
general  notice  that  on  a  certain  day  he  must  come  in  to  be  regis- 
tered, on  pain  of  forfeiting  the  advantages  of  his  scrip  certificates, 
together  with  the  amount  he  had  paid  on  purchasing  those  scrip 
certificates.  Some  one,  however,  apparently  under  the  order  of 
the  directors,  did  put  the  Plaintiff's  name  down  for  500  shares, 
and  an  action  was  brought  against  him  for  calls  in  respect  of  these 
500  shares,  to  which  he  pleaded  that  he  had  never  been  a  share- 
holder, and  was  not  then  a  shareholder ;  the  company  replied,  and 
in  that  state  the  action  has  remained  ever  since.  He  set  the  com- 
pany completely  at  arm's  length  by  denying  that  he  was  a  share- 
holder, though  it  may  be  that  the  directors,  Imowing  that  he  had  not 
been  registered  when  the  call  was  made,  thought  that  defect  suf- 
ficient, and  took  no  further  steps  in  the  action.  Still  it  must  not 
be  forgotten  that  that  action  was  still  pending,  and  that  plea  still 
undetermined. 

[His  Lordship  then  commented  on  the  acts  of  the  Plaintiff,  and 
said  that  they  were  extraordinary,  but  might  be  explained,  as  the 
Plaintiff  did  explain  them,  by  saying  that  he  considered  himself  to  be 
acting  as  a  scripholder  only.  Still  the  acts  were  very  strong  evi- 
dence, and  his  Lordship  doubted  if  the  Plaintiff  could  have  escaped 
the  consequences  of  those  acts  if  the  contest  had  been  between  him 
and  third  parties — such  as  creditors  of  the  company,  who  might 
have  seen  his  name  on  the  register  and  relied  upon  that,  and  upon 
his  acts  in  attending  meetings  and  signing  proxy-papers.  But  this 
was  a  contest  between  the  Plaintiff  and  the  company,  who  had  to 
(1)  Law  Hep.  6  Eq.  182.  (2)  Law  Rep.  9  £q.  236. 


VOL.  VIL]  CHANOBBY  APPEALS.  1 11 

make  out  that  there  had  been  an  agreement  between  them  that  l.  c. 

the  Plaintiff  wonld  take  shares ;  and  the  company  must  haye  been  1^71 

aware  that  a  very  short  time  before  these  acts  he  had  formally  mcIlwbaith 

pleaded  that  he  was  not  a  shareholder.1  _  •• 

-r  1         1     «         1        .»    1  11  Dublin 

It  was  urged  at  the  bar  that  if  the  company  had  gone  on  pros-      Tbunk 
perously  the  Plaintiff  might  at  any  time  have  demanded  to  be  bm^wTtGo. 

registered  as  holder  of  the  500  shares.    But  the  company  might        

have  refused  to  accede  to  this  demand,  and  have  relied  upon  his 
plea  that  he  was  not' a  shareholder. 

It  must  be  remembered  that  we  have  no  clear  account  of  how 
his  name  was  placed  npon  the  register,  though  it  is  clear  that 
there  was  no  acquiescence  on  his  part,  that  his  plea  remained  on 
record,  and  that  the  company  have  not  chosen  to  proceed  with 
their  action,  and  to  fix  him  as  a  shareholder. 

As  to  his  delay  in  filing  this  bill  after  he  had,  in  1867,  discoyered 
that  his  name  had  been  placed  on  the  register,  I  think  that  that  is 
entirely  coyered  by  the  correspondence  which  took  place  in  1868, 
when,  in  answer  to  an  application  for  calls,  his  solicitor  at  once 
wrote  to  deny  his  being  a  shareholder.  I  do  not  think  the  circum- 
stance of  his  having  allowed  rather  more  than  a  year  after  that  to 
pass,  before  he  fil^d  his  bill  to  be  relieved,  ought  to  be  enough  to 
allow  the  company  to  maintain  any  contract  between  them. 

I  think,  therefore,  on  the  whole,  that  the  Master  of  the  liolls 
has  come  to  a  sound  conclusion,  and  that  I  must  disiLiss  this 
appeal  with  costs. 

Solicitor  for  the  Plaintiff :  Mr.  C.  W.  DomnietL 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendants :  Messrs.  Eurford  &  Taylor. 
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L.  c.         ORIENTAL  FINANCIAL  CORPORATION  v.  OVEREND, 
1871  GURNEY,  &  CO. 


^^24;  [1868    0.    6.] 

Principal  and  Surety — Qiving  Time, 

The  holder  of  a  security  who  agrees  with  the  principal  to  give  time  to  the 
surety  by  so  doing  discharges  the  surety. 

The  holder  of  a  security  is,  in  dealing  with  the  security,  affected  by 
knowledge  acquired  after  taking  the  security  as  to  which  of  the  parties  liable 
on  the  security  is  the  principal  and  which  is  the  surety. 

A  financial  company,  by  agreement  with  an  agent,  accepted  bills  of 
exchange  which  were  discounted  for  the  agent  by  a  discount  company,  the 
agent  guaranteeing  payment.  The  discount  company  were  not  at  the  time 
aware  of  the  relations  between  the  acceptors  and  the  agent,  but  were 
informed  before  the  bills  matured  that  the  agent  was  principal,  and  that  the 
acceptors  were  sureties.  After  this  the  discount  company  agreed  with  the 
agent  not  to  press  the  acceptors  for  payment  until  certain  other  bills  became 
due: — 

Held^  that  the  acceptors  were  thereby  discharged. 

Decree  of  Malins^  V.C,  reversed. 

Owen  V.  Eoman  (1)  and  Ex  parte  Oraham  (2)  observed  upon. 

X  HIS  was  a  suit  by  the  Oriental  Financial  Corporation  to  restrain 
an  action  at  law  on  certain  bills  of  exchange  for  £10,000  which 
they  had  accepted ;  their  ground  being,  first,  that  the  bills  had» 
in  fact,  been  paid ;  and,  secondly,  that  they  were,  to  the  know- 
ledge of  the  holders,  merely  sureties,  and  that  the  holders  had  given 
time. 

Jajnes  McHenri/y  as  agent  of  the  Atlantic  and  Oreai  Western 
Bailway  Company^  in  1864  applied  to  the  Plaintiffs,  the  Oriental 
Financial  Corporation^  to  accept  bills  to  the  amoant  of  £100,000, 
which  the  Plaintiffs  agreed  to  do  at  a  commission  of  4- per  cent. 
Accordingly  bills  to  the  amount  of  £100,000  were  drawn  on  the 
Plaintiffs  by  one  Leon  LiUo,  a  banker  at  Paris.  They  were  all 
dated  in  July,  1864,  and  were  for  twelve  months.  The  Plaintiffs 
accepted  the  bills,  which  were  handed  over  to  McHenrt/y  who  pro- 
ceeded to  get  them  discounted,  part  of  them  being  discounted  by 

(1)  3  Mac.  &  G.  378.  (2)  5  D.  M.  &  G.  356. 
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OtenmAj  Gmmey,  db  Ok,  to  whom  MeHenry  gaaianteed  payment.       l.  c. 

When  the  bills  became  doe  fresh  bills  £3r  the  same  amount  were       isri 

drawn  and  accepted,  similar  in  all  respects  to  the  first  set^  except    qbisxtal 

which  they  were  six  months'  bills,  and  that  the  name  of  the  drawer    1^'ancial 

was  EmUe  Desehamps;  and  these  bills  were  sabstitnted  for  the         •» 

others.    This  set  of  bills  became  due  in  January,  1866,  and  when  Gubhkt.^^  Co. 

they  became  due  McBenry  paid  or  proYided  for  £82,000,  learing 

a  balance  of  £18,000,  of  which  the  £10,000  in  question  in  this 

suit  was  proyided  for  by  renewed  bills  for  £2000,  £2000,  £3000, 

and  £3000  respectively.    They  were  for  three  months,  and  were 

dated  the  3rd  of  January,  1866,  drawn  by  EmiU  Desehamps  on 

the  Plaintiffs,  and  accepted  by  the  liquidators  of  the  Flaintifis, 

who  had,  on  the  1st  of  November,  1865,  passed  a  resolution  for  a 

voluntary  winding-up.  The  bills  were  then  handed  over  to  lf<;^eiiry, 

and  were  taken  by  Overend,  Gumeyy  db  Co.m  renewal  of  former 

bills  to  a  similar  amount ;  IfejBenry  giving  to  Overendj  Qvmeyy  db 

Co.  a  written  guarantee  that  he  would  indemnify  them  for  all  loss 

which  they  might  incur  by  so  doing,  and  that  in  the  event  of  the 

bills  not  being  duly  paid  at  maturity  MeHenry  would  pay  the 

amount  of  the  bills  on  demand ;  and  he  further  gave  the  guarantee 

of  the  AHaniie  and  Great  Western  BaUway  Company. 

The  bills  became  due  on  the  6th  of  April,  1866,  and  were  dis- 
honoured. 

Overend,  Gnmey,  db  Co.  had  neither  notice  nor  knowledge,  at 
the  time  they  received  the  bills,  whether  they  were  accepted  by 
the  Plaintifis  for  valuable  consideration  or  not,  nor  which  of  them, 
the  Plaintiffs  and  MeHenry,  was  in  advance  to  the  other,  nor  what 
was  the  state  of  accounts  between  them. 

But  on  the  9th  of  Aprfl,  1866,  Mr.  Farmery  one  of  the  solicitors 
of  the  Plaintiffs,  called  at  the  place  of  business  of  Overend,  Gumeyy 
db  Co.y  and  there  saw  their  managing  director  and  their  secretary, 
and  stated  to  them  that  the  bills  had  been  accepted  by  the  Plaintifis 
for  the  benefit  of  MeHenry,  and  that  they  treated  him  as  primarily 
liable. 

On  the  27th  of  April  MeHenry  (who  had  other  transactions  with 
Overend,  Chimey,  db  Co.,  and  had,  on  the  13th  of  March,  deposited 
with  them  certain  shares  in  the  AUaniic  and  Chreat  Western  Bculxcay 
Company,  as  to  the  object  of  which  there  was  a  dispute)  called 
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L.  C.       upon  Overendf  Ch^mey,  &  Co.y  and  proposed  to  them  to  discount 
1871        ceilain  other  bills,  and  to  apply  the  balance  of  £1000,  which 
Oriental    would  arise  from  that  transaction,  in  reduction  of  the  £10,000, 
cw^TioK  *^^  g»^®  ^^^  thirty-two  bills  of  £1000  each  drawn  hy  Leon  LOh 
^'         upon  the  Bank  of  London,  and  requested  them  not  to  press  the 
GuRNEY.&CorPlaintifiTs  for  payment  of  the  bills.    There  was  a  dispute  as  to 
what  was  the  actual  agreement  made  on  this  occasion  between 
Overend,  Onmey^  &  Go.  and  MeEenry ;  but  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Lord  Chancellor,  Overend,  Ourney,  &  Co,  agreed  to  hold  over  the 
bills  which  the  Plaintiffs  had  accepted,  until  the  bills  dra^n  by 
Lion  Litto  came  to  maturity,  which  would  not  be  for  some  months 
afterwards.    At  the  same  time  a  document  was  made  out  and 
assented  to,  which,  as  the  Defendants  contended,  was  merely  a  state- 
ment of  account  as  between  McHenry  and  Overend,  Chumey,  &  Co.y 
but,  as  the  Flaintiffis  contended,  amounted  to  a  discharge  of  the 
bills  for  £10,000. 

In  May,  1866,  Overend,  Qv/mey,  dk  Co.  stopped  payment,  and 
shortly  afterwards  went  into  liquidation.  No  further  steps  were 
taken  in  reference  to  the  bills  till  the  5th  of  November,  1867, 
when  one  of  the  liquidators  of  the  Plaintiffs  received  a  letter  from 
the  liquidators  of  Overend,  Oumey,  &  Co.,  claiming  the  balance  of 
£9000,  together  with  interest  on  the  bills.  A  correspondence 
thereupon  took  place,  and  on  the  28th  of  February,  1868,  Overend, 
Oumey,  &  Co.  commenced  an  action  against  the  Plaintifis  for 
£11,536  95.  8d,  being  the  amount  claimed  for  principal  and  interest 
on  the  four  bills,  together  with  a  balance  claimed  upon  a  fifth 
bill. 

The  Plaintiffs  then,  on  the  10th  of  March,  1868,  filed  their 
original  bill  in  this  suit  against  Overend,  Gumey,  d:  Co.,  and 
McHenry,  praying  a  declaration  that  the  PlaintiSs  were  not  liable 
on  the  four  bills  for  £10,000,  and  that  the  bills  might  be  delivered 
up  to  be  cancelled,  and  that  the  proceedings  at  law  might  be 
restrained.  On  the  23rd  of  April,  1868,  an  order  was  made  by 
arrangement  restraining  the  action,  on  a  submission  by  the  Plaintiffs 
to  abide  by  any  order  the  Court  might  make  for  payment  of  what- 
ever might  be  found  due  on  the  bills. 

The  suit  then  came  on  for  hearing  on  motion  for  decree 
before  the  Vicc-Chancellor  Mcdins,  who  held  that  the  Plaintiffs 
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were  bound  to  pay  the  bills,  and  must  pay  the  costs  of  the 
suit  (1). 


L.a 

1871 


The  Plaintifis  appealed 

(1)  1871.  June  10. 

Sm  R  Maukb^  T.C,  after  stating 
and  diacnaBing  the  facts  of  the  case, 
contmoed: — 

The  Plaintiffl^  then,  rest  thdr  case 
•on  three  pointa :  first,  security  given  to 
the  Defendants  on  the  13th  of  March ; 
secondly,  that  the  transactions  of  the 
13th  of  Uaich  and  the  27th  of  April 
amounted  to  actual  payment;  and 
thirdly,  if  not,  that  the  lesolt  of  the 
tiansactioQ  was  to  give  time  to  the 
principal  debtor,  McHenry,  which  dis- 
^duu^  the  Plaintiffii  who  were  sure- 


Assuming  these  bills  to  have  been 
accommodation  bills,  and  that  McHenry 
was,  as  be  is  treated  by  the  PlalntifiG^ 
the  principal  debt<»;  there  is  no  doubt 
as  to  the  law  of  the  case.    It  is  settled 
by  a   loi:^   line   of  authorities   thai 
wherever  there  is  a  debt  by  a  principal 
dd>tor  and  a  surety,  and  the  crsditor 
enters  into  a  binding  oontnct  to  give 
time  to  the  principal  debtor  without 
the  coDsent  of  the  surety,  sudi  giving 
of  time  to  the  principal  is  a  discharge 
of  the  surety.    It  is  not  necessary  to 
go  minutely  into  the  cases ;  Damet  v. 
^^imhank  (6  D.  M.  &  G.  679)  was 
much    relied  upon    by  Sir  BowmUU 
FaLnur  in  lus  aigument,  but  I  do  not 
find  in  it  any  new  law  whatever.    It 
was  really  a  discussion  whether  the 
partieB  bad  ghrcn  time  cr  not,  the  law 
having  long  been  dearly  settled  in  the 
mannrr  I  have  stated.    Hie  kng  judg- 
ments of  the  Lords  Justices  in  that 
case,  particnlaiiy  of  the  LorI  Justice 
Kmighi  Brmoe^  only  state  the  grounds 
on  which  he  arrives  at  the  oonduaon 
that  tStaimhanH,  who  were  the  bolden 
of  the  bills  of  Gufaai^  whidi  were 
ToL.  VIL 


Obiehtal 

FiNAVGIAL 

accepted  by  the  Plaintiff  in  equity  for  Cobpobatioh 

the  accommodation  of  other  parties,     ovkbehd 

had  given  the  prindpal  debtor  time.  Gurnet,  &  Go. 

and  had  thereby  discharged  the  surety ; 

which   is  the  ocmdusion   arrived  at. 

Fooley  v.  Earrudine  (7  K  &  B.  431) 

is  a  case  of  precisely  the  same  nature, 

and  only  proceeded  upon  the  general 

law.  BwOey T.Edwards {4  B. A S.iei) 

is  also  a  strong  instance  of  the  same 

kind.    There  a  term  of  two  years  wa9 

given  by  the  creditor,  who  accepted  a 

deed  which  had  been  executed  by  the 

prindpal  debUx' ;  that  was  done  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  surety,  and  it 

was  held  to  be  a  discharge  of  the  surety. 

£win  V.  LaneeuUr  (13  W.  K  857)  is 

anotiier  instance  of   the  same  kind. 

OakeUyY.P(ukdUr{A  GL&  F.  207)  is 

to  the  same  effect.    In  all  these  cases 

time  was  given.    But  it  is  perfectly 

dear  that  in  order  to  disdiaige  by 

giving  time  there  must  be  a  positive 

contract  to  give  time  whidi  is  binding 

ontheoeditor.    That  is  very  distinctiy 

laid  down  by  Loid  Eldon  in  SamueU  v. 
Eauforth  (3  Her.  272),  a  celebrated 

case  which,  though  not  cited  at  the 
Bar,  is  dted  in  almost  all  the  cases 
which  have  been  referred  to.  I  will 
read  this  rule  as  laid  down  by  him 
(3  Her.  278).  *«The  rule  is  this: 
that  if  a  creditor,  without  the  consent 
of  the  surety,  gives  time  to  the  prin- 
dpal debtor,  by  so  doing  he  disdiarges 
the  surety.  That  is,  if  time  be  given 
by  virtue  of  a  positive  contract  between 
the  creditor  and  the  prindpal — not 
where  a  creditor  ia  merdy  iuctive. 
And  in  the  case  put  the  surety  is  hdd 
to  be  disdiarBpd,  for  this  reason:  be- 
caaae  the  creditor,  by  so  giving  time 
to  the  prindpal,  has  put  it  out  of  the 
power  of  the  surety  to  consider  whether 

0  1 
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L.  c.  Sir  BoundeU  Palmer^  Q.C.,  Mr.  Cottony  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Jason  Smiilir 

1871        for  the  Appellants : — 

Oriental        Whether  these  were  accommodation  bills  or  not  makes  no  differ- 
GoBFOBATioN  6Q<^  ^  ^ho  doctrincs  of  principal  and  sarety  would  apply  in  either 

V. 

Oyebend,  ^_____^_— ^ 

GuBMEy,&Go. 

— -         he  will  have  recourse  to  hia  remedy 


against  the  principal  or  not;  and  be- 
cause he,  in  fact,  cannot  have  the  same 
remedy  against  the  principal  as  he  would 
have  had  under  the  original  contract" 
Now,  in  the  present  case,  it  is  not 
even  allied  in  the  bill  that  there  was 
any  contract  to  give  time  to  McHenry, 
and  McHenry  throughout  .the  whole  of 
the  argument  is  treated  as  the  prin- 
cipal  debtor.  The  only  agreement  to 
give  lime  which  is  in  evidence  is, 
that  instead  of  giving  time  to  Jtfc- 
Henry f  it  being  a  great  object  plainly 
to  McHenry  that  this  company,  which 
had  accepted  bills  under  an  arrange- 
ment with  him,  should  not  be  unduly 
pressed,  he,  for  his  own  purposes,  re- 
quested Overend^  Oumey^  Jc  Co,  not 
to  press  the  Plaintiffs.  [His  Honour 
then  referred  to  the  evidence  bearing 
upon  this  point,  and  continued: — ^] 
The  evidence,  in  my  opinion,  entirely 
fails  to  prove  that  time  was  given  to 
McHenry.  It  is  not  proved,  or  even 
alleged,  that  there  was  so  much  as  a 
verbal  promise  to  suspend  the  right  of 
action  against  him ;  and  even  if  a  verbal 
promise  had  been  alleged  it  would  not 
have  been  binding. 

In  Fhilpot  V.  Briant  (4  Bing.  717) 
it  was  decided  that  a  verbal  promise  to 
give  time,  which  was  not  binding,  did 
not  discharge  the  surety.  [His  Honour 
then  read  the  marginal  note  and  parts 
of  the  judgment  of  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice  Bevt  in  that  case  (4  Bing.  720)]. 
There  must,  therefore,  be  a  binding 
contract,  suspending  the  right  of 
action. 

The  Defendants  contended,  first,  that 


these  bills  were  not,  in  the  proper  sense 
of  the  words,  accommodation  bills ;  se- 
condly, that  the  transaction  of  the  27  th 
of  April  was  merely  giving  additional 
security,  which  is  not  a  discbarge  of  the 
surety;  and  thirdly,  that  the  under- 
standing that  the  bills  should  be  held 
over  was  merely  giving  time  to  the 
surety,  not  to  the  principal  debtor,  which 
never  discharges  the  surety.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  Defendants  were  right 
on  all  these  points.  I  need  not  enter 
into  it  further,  because  I  had  occasion 
in  Ex  parte  Swan^  In  re  Overend, 
Gurrtey,  &  Co.  (Law  Rep.  6  Eq.  356),  to 
consider  what  was  an  accommodation 
bill,  and  I  came  to  the  conclusion,  for  the 
reasons  there  stated,  that  where  there  is 
an  account  between  the  parties  and  bills 
are  accepted,  those  were  not  strictly  ac- 
commodation bills.  I  do  not  mean  to 
decide  the  point,  but  I  think  it  open  tr> 
very  grave  doubt  whether,  considering 
these  bills  were  accepted  for  value,  4  per 
cent^  commission,  and  the  other  circum- 
stances (I  must  assume  as  against  the 
Plaintiffs  that  all  the  other  arrange- 
ments were  satisfactory  to  them),  these 
bills  can,  in  any  sense  of  the  word,  fairly 
be  held  to  be  accommodation  bills. 
However,  I  do  not  decide  the  case  on 
those  grounds. 

As  it  is  settled  that  an  agreement  to 
give  time  to  the  principal  debtor,  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  surety,  is  a  dis- 
charge of  the  Surety,  so  it  is  also  equally 
clearly  settled  that  giving  additional 
security  to  the  creditor  by  the  principal, 
without  the  knowledge  of  the  surety,  is 
not  a  discharge.  That  was  distinctly  laid 
down  by  the  Ck>urt  of  Queen's  Bench  in 
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case.    The  money  had  been  advanced  to  McHenry  by  Overend,       L.  c. 
Gwmey^  dk  Co.  on  the  former  bills  for  which  the  present  bills  were       1871 
substituted.    If  McHenry  had  been  a  stranger,  the  agreement  with    omwrAL 
him  might  not  afiect  the  rights  of  the  parties ;  but,  in  fact,  he  was  ^^'^^^^ 

v. 

OvitllK!ff>, 

it  baa  become  so  fixed  a  rale  that  it  is  GvitNKY,«&Co. 

impossible  to  interfere  witb  it    Still  I 

think  it  is  equally  clear  that  it  is  not  a 
rule  which  is  to  be  extended,  and  I  en- 
tirely concur  in  the  observation  of  Sir 
Anthony  Hart  in  fftdme  ▼.  C6le$  (2  Sim. 
12),  that  the  principle  of  discharging 
a  surety  by  giving  time  to  the  creditor 
is  a  refinement  of  a  Court  of  Equity, 
and  that  he  would  not  refine  npon  it. 

Then  the  last  point  contended  for  by 
tbe  Defendants  was,  that  the  principle 
does  not  apply  to  the  case  of  giving  ihne 
to  a  stranger  to  the  bills,  which  was  the 
position  of  McHenry.  In  support  of 
this  view  Frazer  v.  Jordan  (8  £.  &  B, 
303)  was  cited,  and  I  think  it  is  a  very 
material  authority  in  the  present  case, 
[His  Honour  then  stated  the  facts  of 
that  case»  and  read  a  portion  of  tbe 
judgment  of  Mr.  Justice  Coleridge]^ 
The  decision  in  that  case  was,  therefore, 
that  no  arrangement  witb  a  stranger 
can  have  tbe  effect  of  discharging  the 
surety. 

I  am  of  opinion,  on  all  these  grounds, 
first,  that  these  bills  were  not,  in  the 
proper  sense  of  tbe  term,  acoommoda- 
tion  bills  at  all ;  secondly,  that  even  if 
they  bad  been,  neither  the  arrangement 
of  the  13tb  of  March,  1866,  nor  that  of 
the  27  th  of  April,  amounted  to  payment 
or  giving  time  to  the  principal  debtor. 
There  was  no  contract  whatever  to  give 
time  to  Mc Henry f  if  I  am  to  treat  him 
as  the  principal  debtor.  They  were  just 
as  much  at  liberty  on  tbe  28tb  of  April 
to  sue  him  at  law  as  if  the  statement  of 
account  of  tbe  27th  of  April  had  not 
been  made.  It  was,  in  my  opinion,  a 
mere  statement  of  account ;  there  wa» 
no  time  given  and  certainly  no  payment. 


the  case  of  Pringy.  Clark9(m(l  B.&C. 
14),  where  Lord  Tenierden^  in  giving 
judgment,  says :  "If  time  be  given  to  the 
acceptor  the  other  parties  to  the  bill  are 
discharged ;  but  in  no  case  has  it  been 
said  that  taking  a  collateral  security 
from  the  acceptor  shall  have  that  effect. 
Here  the  second  bill  was  nothing  more 
than  a  collateral  security.**  The  second 
bill  bad  been  given  by  the  surety  with- 
out the  knowledge  of  the  principal. 

In  TTyAe  V.  ^c^cn  (1 D.  M.  &  G.  408) 
Lord  St  Leonards  laid  it  down  that 
taking  a  new  promissory  note  from  the 
principal  does  not  discharge  the  surety, 
if  tbe  remedies  against  the  surety  are 
preserved.  In  Ttoopenny  v.  Young  (3  B. 
&  C.  208)  it  is  also  decided  that  the 
creditor  taking  from  the  principal  addi- 
tional security  could  not  amount  to  a 
discharge.  Therefore  if  any  additional 
security  was  given  by  McHenry  on  the 
27tb  ci  April,  1866,  it  is,  upon  the  au- 
thorities, perfectly  clear  that  taking  that 
additional  security,  unaccompanied  as  it 
was  by  any  binding  contract  to  suspend 
the  right  of  action  against  McHenry^ 
could  not  have  the  efiiect  of  discharging 
the  surety. 

I  also  entirely  concur  with  the  opinion 
of  many  learned  Judges — indeed,  I  may 
say,  almost  every  Judge  who  has  ex- 
pressed an  opinion  on  this  subject — that 
this  doctrine,  of  discharging  the  surety 
by  giving  time  to  the  principal,  is  not 
a  doctrine  founded  upon  high  principle. 
It  is  a  doctrine  which,  as  I  have  had 
an  opportunity  of  learning  from  other 
Judges,  is  not  generally  acquiesced  in. 
It  has,  in  many  of  the  judgments  I 
have  referred  to,  been  lamented  by  the 
Judges  that  it  had  become  a  rule ;  but 
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L.  c.  the  principal,  and  known  at  the  time  to  be  such,  which  is  quite 

ig7i  sufficient  to  bring  in  the  doctrine  as  to  giving  time:  Oakeleyv, 

Obibntal  P^^^^  (!)•    Even  at  common  law  the  Courts  will  look  to  the 

FiNANCTAL  real  relation  between  the  parties :  Emn  v.  Lancaster  (2).     It  is 

COBPORATION       ,  ,  ,  .  ^  .11 

V.  clear  that  the  transaction,  though  nominally  a  giving  time  to  the 

GuRNEY.  &  Co.  surety,  was  in  effect  a  giving  time  to  the  principal,  and  by  so  doing 
the  rights  against  the'  surety  have  been  lost ;  Davies  v.  Stain- 
lank  (3)  ;  Pooley  v.  Earradine  (4)  ;  Bailey  v.  Edwards  (5).  More- 
over, we  contend  that,  according  to  the  anangement  of  the  27th  of 
April,  these  bills  must  be  taken  to  have  been  discharged. 

Mr.  Cole,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Ferrers,  for  Overend,  Qv/tney,  dt  Co. : — 

We  must  look  to  the  original  loan  and  consider  what  were  the 
relations  of  the  pai*ties  at  that  time ;  and  it  is  clear  that  the  Plain- 
tiffs were  treated  as  principals.  The  only  notice  which  can  bind 
them  is  the  notice  they  had  when  they  discounted  the  bills.  The 
parties  cannot,  after  getting  the  money,  turn  round  and  declare 
that  the  relation  between  them  was  different :  Harrison  v.  Cour^ 
iauld  (6) ;  Manleyy,  Boycot  (7).  Precisely  the  same  point  arose  in 
Ex  parte  Oraham  (8)  and  in  Strong  v.  Foster  (9).  Pooley  v.  Ear- 
radine  merely  followed  former  cases,  and  the  dicta  in  Bailey  v. 
Edwards  were  extrajudicial.  Giving  time  to  the  surety  is  very 
different  from  giving  time  to  the  principal,  and  to  hold  that  it 
amounts  to  the  same  thing  would  be  an  extension  of  the  rule, 
which  the  Court  would  certainly  not  desire.  The  agreement  to 
give  time  must  be  clearly  proved :  Eulme  v.  Coles  (10) ;  Wyie  v. 
Sogers  (11);    Ex  parte  Earvey  (12).     The  Plaintiffs  have  no 


On  these  grounds,  therefore,  I  am  of         (1)  4  CI.  &  F.  207 ;  10  Bli.  548. 

opinion  that  the  Plaintiffs  case  has         (2)  12  W.  R.  867. 

wholly  failed,  and  that  they  are  hound         (3)  6  D.  ,M.  &  G.  679. 

to  pay  the  hills.  There  must,  therefore,  (4)  7  E.  &  B.  431. 

on  the  undertaking  given  on  the  8th  of         (5)  4  B.  &  S.  761. 

April,  1868,  he  a  reference  to  ascertain         (6)  3  B.  &  Ad.  36. 

-what  is  due  for  principal  and  interest  (7)  2  E.  ft  B.  46. 

on  the  hills,  and  there  must  he  an  order         (8)  5  D.  M.  &  G.  356. 

for  the  Plaintiffs  to  pay  the  amount  of         (9)  17  C.  B.  201. 

the  bills  under  their  undertaking ;  and  (10)  2  Sim.  12. 

of  course  they  must  pay  the  costs  of  (11)  1  D.  M.  &  G.  408. 

the  suit.  (12)  4  Ibid.  881. 
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equity ;  if  they  have  any  case,  it  is  for  the  jury  to  consider  in  the       L.  o. 
action  at  law.    It  would  be  a  great  hardship  on  bill  discounters  if        I87i 
they  were  obliged  to  keep  in  mind  all  the  equities  of  the  parties    OBmrrAL 
to  the  bills,  and  could  not  deal  as  they  choose  with  the  bills  they  (JapoRSnoN 
hold.    Moreover,  no  time  was  given  to  McHenry.    What  was  to         v- 
prevent  the  holders   from  suing  him  on   his  guarantee?     If Gubn*sy,&Co. 
McHenry  had  indorsed  the  bills  it  would  be  different,  but  he  is  a 
mere  stranger  to  the  bills,  and  no  agreement  with  him  can  affect 
the  acceptors.    In  fact,  neither  McHenry  nor  the  Plaintiffs  are 
principals ;  the  Bail  way  Company  are  the  principals. 

Sir  BotmdeU  Palmer,  in  reply. 


Deo.  15.    Lord  Hatherley,  L.C.  : — 

In  this  case  the  Plaintiffs  seek  to  be  relieved  from  their  liability 
on  four  bills  of  exchange  amounting  together  to  £10,000,  upon 
two  grounds :  first,  that  McHenry^  to  whom  they  gave  the  bills, 
and  who  procured  them  to  be  discounted  by  Overend,  Chirney,  & 
Oo.f  afterwards  settled  an  account  with  Overend,  Oumey  &  Co.y  by 
which  account  Overend,  Cfumey,  dt  Co.  discharged  and  released 
everybody  concerned  from  all  liability  upon  the  bills.  Secondly, 
that  even  if  that  were  not  so,  yet  the  Plaintiffs  ought  to  be  relieved 
upon  the  principle  that  time  was  given  to  McHenry,  he  being,  to 
the  knowledge  of  Overend,  Gumey,  dt  Co.,  at  the  time  when  the 
arrangement  was  come  to,  primarily  liable,  and  the  Plaintiffs 
being  liable  only  in  the  nature  of  his  sureties. 

Now,  as  regards  the  first  ground,  it  appears  to  me  clear  that 
the  bills  were  not  paid  or  intended  to  be  paid  by  the  arrangement 
which  was  come  to  on  the  27th  of  April,  1866.  * 

As  regards  the  circumstances  connected  with  the  bills,  there 
seems  to  be,  I  think,  no  dispute  of  fact.  [His  Lordship  then  stated  the 
facts  of  the  case,  and  said  that  the  agreement  of  the  27th  of  April 
between  Overend,  Oumey,  dt  Co.  and  McHenry,  was,  that  during 
the  currency  of  the  bills  drawn  by  LiUo  they  would  hold  over  the 
bills  accepted  by  the  Plaintiffs  which  were  then  payable,  and  on 
which  the  guarantee  of  McHenry  had  accrued.] 

Now,  the  real  question  is,  whether  this  case  falls  within  the 
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L.  C.       antiiQrities  by  which  it  has  been  long  settled  that,  if  time  is  given  to 
1871        the  prmcipal,  the  surety  is  discharged.    It  was  suggested,  and  the 
Obi»tal    learned  Yioe-Chancellor  seems  to  have  given  some  weight  to  the 
C^^JSioK  suggestion,  that  the  basis  on  which  this  principle  rests  has  never  been 
V-         fully  understood,  and  that  it  would  have  been  better  had  the  Court 
GcmKY,&Co.  ah  initio  decided,  not  that  the  surety  should  be  absolutely  released, 
""""^       but  that  he  should  be  put  to  prove  his  injury,  and  be  allowed 
damages  for  any  injury  he  might  have  sustained,  and  that,  there- 
fore, the  authorities  which  have  proceeded  upon  this  principle  are 
in  no  way  to  be  extended. 

I  do  not  feel  myself  at  liberty  to  comment  upon  the  propriety 

or  impropriety  of  a  principle  which,  more  than  half  a  century  ago, 

was  stated  by  Lord  Eldon  in  SamueU  v.  Howarffi  (1)  to  have  been 

long  established,  and  which  has  been  continually  acted  upon  since 

that  time,  and  is  as  well  settled  and  established  as  any  other 

principle  of  the  Courts  of  Equity.    I  think  that  sometimes  the 

cases  are  a  little  open  to  this  observation,  that  they  do  not  all  of 

them,  especially  the  later  cases,  clearly  and  distinctly  shew  in 

what  way  the  principle  was  established  and  brought  to  bear.  But, 

undoubtedly,  if  we  look  to  the  earlier  cases,  amongst  which  I 

might  cite  especially  OaTceley  v.  PasheUer  (2),  the  principle  is  laid 

down  very  clearly  that  if  you  agree  with  the  principal  to  give  him 

time,  it  is  contrary  to  that  agreement  that  you  should  sue  the 

surety,  because  if  you  sue  the  surety  you  immediately  turn  him 

upon  the  principal,  and  therefore  your  act  breaks  the  agreement 

into  which  you  have  entered  with  the   principal.      It  is  not 

simply  neglecting  to  sue  the  principal  which  would  have  any 

effect  upon  the  surety,  but  there  must  be  a  positive  agreement 

with  the  principal  that  the  creditor  will  postpone  the  suing  of  him 

to  a  subsequent  period. 

To  shew  that  this  is  the  principle,  we  have  only  to  refer  to 
another  class  of  cases,  which,  down  to  one  very  late  case,  clearly 
and  distinctly  established  that  it  is  competent  to  the  creditors  to 
reserve  all  their  rights  against  the  surety,  in  which  case  the  surety 
is  not  discharged ;  and  for  this  reason,  that  the  contract  made 
with  the  principal  is  then  preserved,  because  the  creditors  have 
engaged  with  the  principal  not  to  sue  him  for  a  given  time,  but 

(1)  3  Mer.  272.  (2)  10  Bli.  648 


VOL.  VII.]  CHANCEBY  APPEALS.  151 

subject  to  the  proviso  that  the  creditors  shall  be  at  liberty  to  sue       L.  G. 
the  surety,  and  so  turn  the  surety  upon  the  principal  without  any       1871 
breach  of  the  engagement  with  the  principal.     I  say  that  this    Oriental 
doctrine  has  been  always  recognised  down  to  a  late  period,  because  o^SJ^ojjf 
Lord  Truro  threw  some  doubts  upon  it  in  the  case  of  Otoen  v.    _    ^^ 

.  Oyerekd, 

Homan  (1).  But  Lord  Oranworth,  in  giving  judgment  in  that  GubneTjACo. 
case  on  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords  (2),  said  there  could  be  no 
doubt  about  the  case  before  the  House,  and  that  he  did  not  think 
he  should  have  entered  into  any  discussion  of  the  case  had  it  not 
been  for  the  doubt  thrown  by  Lord  Truro  upon  the  principle 
that  you  might  retain  the  surety,  if  that  formed  part  of  the  ori- 
ginal contract  as  to  not  suing  the  principal ;  and  Lord  Cranworth 
said  that  he  thought  it  right  to  protest  against  the  doubt,  because 
he  thought  the  doctrine  was  perfectly  clear  and  established. 

Now,  that  being  so,  what  was  the  condition  of  these  parties  ? 
As  I  have  said,  it  is  plain  that»  as  between  MoHenry  and  the 
Plaintiffs  themselves,  the  Plaintiffs  were  secondarily  liable,  and 
McBenry  was  primarily  liable ;  the  Plaintiffs  were  only  liable  as 
sureties. 

The  learned  Vice-Chancellor  entered  at  some  length  into  the 
•question  whether  these  were  accommodation  bills,  but  really  I  can- 
not quite  follow  the  argument  on  that  point,  and  I  do  not  think 
it  worth  while  to  inquire  whether  bills  are  accommodation  bills 
or  not,  where  some  commission  is  paid  for  the  lending  of  the 
name.  The  substance  of  the  case  is,  whether  the  relation  of 
principal  and  surety  subsisted,  and  I  think,  upon  the  whole,  that 
it  clearly  did  subsist. 

The  second  point  raised  by  the  Defendants  was,  that  in  effect 
this  contract,  which  was  entered  into  with  McHenry  was  not  a  con- 
tract to  give  time  to  him,  but  was,  in  substance,  a  contract  to  give 
time  to  the  surety;  and  that  therefore  this  case  did  not  come 
within  the  rule.  But  MeHenry  was  at  that  time  liable  upon 
the  bills ;  he  had  given  a  guarantee  to  pay  them  at  maturity,  and 
Overendj  Qwmey^  &  Co.  had  learned  that  the  Plaintiffs  were,  as 
between  themselves  and  McHenry^  in  fact  the  sureties.  By  agree- 
ing, therefore,  to  hold  over  the  bills  they  must  have  meant  that 
they  would  not,  during  the  currency  of  Lillo*9  bills,  place  McEenry 
(1)  3  Mac.  &  G.  378 ;  15  Jur.  339.  (2)  4  H.  L.  C.  997 ;  17  Jur.  861. 
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L.  C.  in  a  position  in  which  he  could  be  sued.    If  they  recovered  or  re- 

1871  ceived  the  money  and  handed  them  the  bills,  they  would  obviously 

OniESTj^L  break  their  contract  with  McEenry.    If  the  creditor  agrees  with 

FiHAKoiAL  ^jjQ  principal  that  he  will  not  sue  the  sureties,  the  case  is  stronfrer 

Corporation  r         r  *  o 

V.  than  the  usual  case  of  an  agreement  to  give  time  to  the  principal,. 
GuRirBY,&Co.  which  only  involves  by  implication  an  engagement  not  to  sue  the 
surety.  The  position  of  the  surety  is  changed,  because  it  is  one 
thing  to  lie  by  and  wait  before  suing  the  principal,  during  which 
time  the  surety  has  a  right  to  come  in,  discharge  the  debt,  and 
immediately  sue  the  principal,  and  another  thing  to  engage  posi- 
tively with  the  principal  that  time  shall  be  given  to  the  surety, 
and  so  tie  up  your  own  hands  from  doing  that  which  would  throw 
the  surety  upon  the  principal.  In  fact  the  creditors  had  bound 
themselves  not  to  receive  payment  from  the  sureties,  because  if 
they  did  receive  payment  they  must  give  up  the  bills  to  the  Plain- 
tiffs, who  were  the  sureties,  and  so  allow  them  to  proceed  against 
McHsnry,  which  would  be  contrary  to  the  whole  arrangement 
between  them. 

There  remains  one  point  upon  which  Mr.  Cole  pressed  me  very^ 
strongly.  He  argued  that  Overend,  Gfumeyy  &  Co,,  at  the  time 
when  they  took  the  bills,  knew  nothing  of  this,  but  believed  the 
Plaintiffs  to  be  the  principals  in  every  sense  of  the  word  as  between 
themselves  and  McEenry^  and  as  between  them  and  Overend,  Gur- 
ney,  &  Co. ;  and  he  argued  that  their  position  could  not  be  altered 
by  their  being  afterwards  informed  of  the  existence  of  a  different 
arrangement,  and  he  cited  an  authority:  Ex  parte  Oraham  (1). 
Now  in  that  case  the  Lords  Justices  asked  if  there  was  any  authority 
to  shew  that  knowledge  acquired  subsequently  to  the  engagement 
would  fix  upon  the  creditors  the  obligation  of  seeing  to  the  interests 
of  the  surety ;  and  counsel  citing  none,  it  seems  to  have  been  held 
that  in  that  case  the  discharge  did  not  take  place.  But  Oaketey 
v.  PcuJieUer  (2)  is  a  precise  and  direct  authority  upon  the  point, 
^d  being  in  the  House  of  Lords  is,  of  course,  above  that  of  this 
Court  or  that  of  the  Lords  Justices.  [His  Lordship  then  stated 
the  facts  of  that  case,  and  that  there  had  been  in  that  case  a 
change  of  the  positions  of  the  principal  and  the  surety,  and  that  Sir 
C.  Oakdey  was  held  to  have  had  notice  of  the  change  and  to  liave 
(1)  6  D.  M.  &  G.  356.  (2)  10  Bli.  648 ;  4  CI.  &  F.  207. 
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discharged  the  executors  of  the  deceased  partner,  who  originally       L.  C. 
gave  this  bond  to  the  creditors,  and  who  had  originally  been  the        isri 
principal  debtor,  by  entering  into  an  engagement  by  which  he     obtotal 
gave,  on  two  or  three  occasions,  time  to  the  remaining  partners  of   Financial 
the  bank,  who  were  originally  sureties.]  v. 

That  is  a  case  distinctly  and  plainly  in  point ;  and  I  apprehend  GuBKsrl&Ca 
that  iJie  hardship  inrolyed  in  the  principle  is  not  so  great  as  *~ 
Mr.  C6U  represents.  There  is  really  no  hardship  in  the  case,  and 
that  is  one  reason  why  I  proceeded  at  some  little  length  to  shew 
that  the  doctrine  was  not  at  all  infringed  upon  by  the  right  of  the 
creditor  to  reserve  his  remedies  against  the  surety.  The  Defen- 
dants here  could  have  freed  themselves  from  all  difficulty  whatever 
by  reserving  their  rights  against  the  Plaintiffs,  and  if  that  had 
been  done,  the  case  would  have  fEiUen  within  the  principle  of  Owen 
Y.  Homan  (1),  and  would  have  been  free  from  all  difficulty. 

I  confess,  therefore,  that  it  appears  to  me  that  this  is  a  case 
plainly  within  the  line  of  authorities,  and  that  I  am  not  advancing 
a  single  step  beyond  the  clear  principle  which  those  authorities 
have  established.  I  am  obliged  to  reverse  the  decision  to  which 
the  Yice-Chancellor  came;  and  I  must  make  a  declaration  accord- 
ing to  the.  prayer  in  the  bill^  and  the  Defendants  must  pay  the 
costs  of  the  suit,  except,  of  course,  of  the  appeal 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiffs :  Messrs.  Farmer  dt  Bdbins. 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendants :  Messrs.  MarVby  dt  Tarry. 

(1)  4  EL  L.  C.  997. 
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L.C.  HARDING  V.  METROPOLITAN  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


1872 
Jan.  II,  15. 


[1870    H.    67.] 

BaUway  Company — Comptdsofy  Sale — Agreement — Specific  Performance — 

Assignment  of  Lease — Covenants, 

A  railway  company,  after  notice  to  treat  for  land  has  been  given  to  the 

landowner,  and  the  price  of  the  land  has  been  fixed  by  arbitrators  under 

the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act^  is  in  the  same  position  with  regard  to 

the  landowner  as  an  ordinary  purchaser,  and  w^ill  be  compelled  by  a  Court  of 

Equity  to  complete  the  purchase. 

A  railway  company  which,  after  giving  notice  to  treat,  has  paid  the 
purchase-money  for  leaseholds,  and  has,  with  the  consent  of  the  lessee,  been 
admitted  into  possession,  will,  at  the  suit  of  the  lessee  within  a  reasonable 
time,  be  compelled  to  accept  an  assignment  containing  the  usual  covenants. 

Decree  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  reversed. 

F.  G.  EAEDING  and  J.  Madden^  the  Plaintiflfe  in  this  case, 
were  upholsterers  carrying  on  business  in  certain  shops  and  ware- 
houses in  Fore  Street.  In  November,  1865,  they  received  from 
the  Metropolitan  Bailway  Company  notice,  under  their  special  Acts 
and  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  that  the  company 
would  require  the  shops  and  warehouses  occupied  by  the  Plain- 
tiflfs.  Nothing  further  was  done  in  the  mattor  until  October,1867, 
when,  after  some  correspondence  as  to  the  amount  of  compensa- 
tion, the  Plaintiffs  served  the  company  with  notice  to  have  the 
amount  of  compensation  settled  by  arbitration.  The  shops  and 
warehouses  were  leaseholds,  and  one  part  was  held  by  the  Plain-  • 
tiffs  at  a  rent  of  £600  under  a  lease  from  one  Zuccani  dated  the 
31st  of  July,  1867,  and  made  in  pursuance  of  an  agreement  dated 
the  1st  of  September,  1865.  The  arbitration  proceeded,  and  an 
umpire  was  appointed.  The  arbitrators  and  umpire  fixed  at 
£3644  the  compensation  to  be  paid  to  the  Plaintiffs  for  com- 
pulsory sale,  goodwill,  and  loss  by  exercise  of  the  powers  of  the 
company. 

The  company  did  not  pay  this  sum,  and  on  the  4th  of  February, 
1869,  the  Plaintiffs  commenced  an  action  to  recover  it.  To  this 
action  the  company  pleaded  that  the  money  was  to  be  paid  when 
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the  Plaintiffs  had  assigned,  bat  the  Plaintiffs  had  not  executed       L.  a 
any  conveyance  or  assignment.  1872 

Some  correspondence  took  place  between  the  soIicitoiSy  and  the  Habdihg 

company  agreed  to  pay.    Ultimately  the  solicitors  of  the  com-  Mni(o- 

pany  wrote  to  the  solicitors  of  the  Plaintiffs  a  letter  dated  the  29th  rouTAs 

of  September,  1869,  as  follows : —  

^  Dear  Sirs, — The  cheque  for  the  principal,  interest,  and  costs  in 
this  matter  will  be  ready  on  Friday  next 

^  On  consideration,  we  think  the  proper  course  willbe  for  us  to 
meet  you  on  the  premises,  and  receiye  the  deeds  and  keys  in 
exchange  for  the  cheque,  and  we  will  be  there  at  10.30  on  Friday 
for  that  purpose." 

The  solicitors  accordingly  did  attend  on  the  1st  of  October, 
1869,  and  paid  the  Plaintiffs  £4328 ;  the  keys  and  leases  were 
at  the  same  time  formally  deUvered  up  by  the  Plaintiffs  to  the 
company.  It  appeared,  howeyer,  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  allowed 
by  the  company  to  remain  in  possession  for  a  short  time  longer, 
and  one  of  the  Plaintiffs  afterwards  occupied  a  part  of  the  property 
as  tenant  to  the  company. 

In  March,  1870,  the  Plaintiffs  filed  their  bill  in  this  suit  against 
the  company,  stating  as  aboye  stated,  and  that  Zuecani  had  applied 
for  the  rent  and  threatened  to  sue  the  Plaintiffs  and  praying  that 
the  company  might  be  decreed  specifically  to  perform  their  agree- 
ment to  purchase  and  take  the  premises,  and  to  accept  an  assign- 
ment of  the  same,  and  to  indemnify  the  Plainti£&  against  the  rent 
and  the  coyenants  in  the  lease. 

The  company  refused  to  execute  any  assignment,  and  ayerred 
that  the  lease  was  a  contriyance  between  the  Plaintifl^  and 
Zuceani ;  that  the  Plaintiffs  had  been  the  owners  of  the  property, 
and  were  indebted  to  Zuccaniy  and  had  conyeyed  the  property  to 
him  knowing  that  it  would  be  wanted  by  the  company ;  that  the 
property  was  not  worth  more  than  £400  a  year;  and  that  the 
Plaintiffs  wished  to  haye  the  assignment  in  order  thereby  to  com- 
pel the  company  to  acknowledge  the  rent  of  £600,  and  so  to  compel 
them  to  purchase  the  interest  of  Zuceani  at  a  yaluation  founded  on 
rent. 

Tins  was  entirely  denied  by  the  Plain  tiffa. 
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The  Master  of  the  Bolls  dismissed  the  bill  without  costs  (1). 
The  Plaintiffs  appealed. 

Sir  jB.  BaggaUay,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Liitte^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Millar ,  for  the 
Appellants ; — 

The  proceedings  which  have  taken  place  constitute  a  complete 

contract  between  the  parties,  which  contract  the  Court  will  enforce. 

Fart  of  the  contract  is,  that  the  company,  as  purchasers,  shall  take 

an  assignment ;  and  in  an  assignment  of  leaseholds  the  assignee 

must  covenant  to  indemnify  the  assignor.     Why  are  we  to  remaiu 

liable  to  actions  for  rent  or  breach  of  covenant  ?    It  may  be  true 

that  we  should  have  a  remedy  in  equity  against  the  company,  but 

we  ought  not  to  be  driven  to  make  out  our  case  in  equity.     More- 

(I)  1871.  Mar.  14.  LobdRohillt, 
M.R.,  after  stating  the  facts  down  to 
the  delivery  of  possession  to  the  com- 


pany, continued  :— 

There  the  matter  ends.  Then,  cu- 
riously enough,  two  years  afterwards 
they  suddenly  came  to  the  Court  and 
asked  to  have  the  agreement  specifically 
performed.  The  Defendants  say,  and 
I  confess  with  some  reason,  "  Where  is 
the  agreement?  We  will  perform  the 
agreement  if  you  shew  us  what  it  is 
and  where  it  is.**  But  confessedly 
there  is  no  agreement  at  all.  There  is 
a  compulsory  taking  of  the  land  which 
is  paid  for  and  possession  is  giveu,  and 
that  is  all.  But  the  Plaintiffs  say  «  We 
are  entitled  to  compel  them  to  take  an 
assignment,  because  an  assignment  will 
contain  an  indemnity  to  us  against  the 
rent  and  covenants.**  But  1  am  dis- 
posed to  think  they  are  equally  in- 
demnified against  the  rent  and  covenants 
without  any  such  assignment.  The 
railway  company  are  liable  for  all  the 
rent  and  for  the  covenants,  and  any 
action  brought  against  them  might  be 
sustained ;  and  if  I  read  rightly  the  case 
of  CloK  V.  WHberforce  (1  Beav.  112) 
they  would  be  liable  to  the  landlord  for 
all  the  rents,  and  for  the  performance  of 
all  the  covenants.  If  that  is  so,  what  can 


I  do  more  than  put  them  in  the  same 
situation  ?  If  the  Plaintiffs  were  com- 
pelled to  pay  anything,  then,  no  doubt, 
they  might  come  here  for  some  in- 
denmity.  But  I  cannot  make  out  that 
they  have  really  ever  been  caUed  upon,, 
or  are  ever  likely  to  be  called  upon, 
for  anything.  The  case  is  brought 
before  me  in  a  strange  way,  and  it 
strikes  me  that  there  is  something  kept 
back  on  both  sides  of  which  1  know 
nothing.  How  can  I  order  an  agree- 
ment to  be  specifically  performed  when 
I  know  nothing  about  the  agreement 
but  that  there  was  a  compulsory  taking 
by  the  company  of  the  houses  which 
they  have  taken,  and  an  undertaking 
to  pay  the  purchase-money  which  they 
have  paid?  How  can  I  inflict  upon 
them  some  conveyance  that  they  do 
not  want,  unless  it  is  necessary  for 
the  protection  of  the  Plaintiffs?  But 
the  interests  of  the  Plaintiffs  do  not 
appear  to  mo  to  be  in  peril,  and  I  do 
not  think  that  there  is,  in  point  of 
fact,  any  chance  that  they  will  ever  be 
so.  In  that  state  of  the  case,  and  really 
feeling  that  there  is  something  which 
both  parties  have  thought  fit  not  ta 
bring  before  me,  I  have  determined  to 
dismiss  the  bill  without  costs. 
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over,  the  company  actually  pleaded  as  a  defence  to  our  action        l.  C. 
that  we  had  not  conveyed.  1872 


Mr.  SotUhffcUe,  Q.C.9  and  Mr.  BoviU,  for  the  company : —  «. 

The  whole  transaction  was  at  an  end  when  they  handed  us  the  pulitak 
keys  and  the  lease;  that  was  the  arrangement  between  us,  and  ^"'^^^  °' 
there  it  ought  to  remain.  Those  were  our  terms,  on  them  we  paid 
the  money,  and  nothing  more  was  done  for  nearly  six  months,  when 
the  Tenders  seemed  to  have  changed  their  minds.  Our  reason  for  not 
accepting  an  assignment  is,  that  we  say  that  the  lease  is  fictitious, 
and  that  we  shall  dispute  it  against  the  owner  of  the  reversion ; 
but  we  shall  be  estopped  if  we  acknowledge  the  lease  by  taking 
this  assignment.  We  do  not  want  the  legal  estate ;  we  only  want 
possession,  and  that  we  have.  There  was  no  contract  between  us  • 
and  the  landowner  making  us  purchasers  in  the  ordinary  sense 
of  the  term :  Eaynes  v.  Edynes  (1) ;  Adams  v.  BladcwaU  Bailway 
Company  (2).  Every  step  was  compulsory.  Moreover  we  are  now 
liable  in  equity,  and  should  be  compelled  to  indemnify  them.  They 
cannot  want  this  assignment  merely  for  the  purpose  of  indemnity, 
and  must  have  some  other  object :  Close  v.  WUberforce  (3). 

Mr.  LittU^  in  reply. 


Jan.  15.  LoBD  Hatheblet,  L.C.,  after  stating  the  facts  of  the 
case,  continued : — 

In  that  state  of  things,  the  dry  questions  of  law  are,  first,  whether 
a  person  agreeing  to  take  a  leasehold  interest  is  or  is  not  bound  to 
accept  an  assignment  of  that  interest,  in  which  assignment  he 
covenants  to  indemnify  his  assignor ;  and,  secondly,  if  that  is  so, 
whether  the  ordinary  relation  of  vendor  and  purchaser  is  or  is  not 
constituted  by  what  has  taken  place  between  these  parties,  so  that 
there  is  an  agreement  which  can  be  enforced  by^this  Court.  I 
need  not  go  into  the  authorities  which  have  long  established  the 
rule  that  the  purchaser  of  a  leasehold  interest  is  bound  to  in- 
demnify the  vendor  against  the  rent  and  covenants  contained  in 

(1)  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  426 ;  7  Jur.  (N.S.)  595.  (2)  2  Mac.  &  G.  118. 

(3)  1  Beav.  112. 
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L.  C.       the  lease.    That  was  not  disputed,  bat  it  was  contended  here,  and, 

1872       as  I  understand  it,  before  the  Master  of  the  Bolls,  although  he 

Habdino     does  not  seem  to  have  entirely  founded  his  judgment  upon  it,  that 

J-  *^-         this  is  not  the  case  of  a  vendor  and  purchaser  where  there  is 

poLiTAN     an  agreement  between  them  of  which  the  Court  can  decree  specific 

— •     '  performance.    Now  that  contention  was  ineffectually  raised,  and 

has  been  distinctly  overruled  by  several  authorities,  as  far  as  the 

authorities  went,  l)efore  the  decision  in  Haynes  v.  Haynes  (1). 

There  was,  indeed,  a  notion  prevalent  at  one  time  that  a  company, 
by  giving  notice  to  treat,  committed  themselves  in  such  a  manner 
that  a  Court  of  Equity  would  hold  that  to  be  an  agreement  upon 
their  part  firom  which  they  could  not  recede,  and  which  could  be 
enforced  by  the  Court  before  the  transaction  had  gone  any  further. 
*  That  notion  was,  however,  found  to  be  erroneous ;  and  it  was  decided 
by  Lord  Cottenham  in  Adams  v  BlackwaU  Railway  Company  (2)  that 
the  giving  notice  would  only  authorize  the  person  who  received  it 
to  insist  that  the  course  pointed  out  by  the  Act  should  be  taken,  and 
that  a  mandamus  would  issue  compelling  the  company  to  summon 
a  jury  or  proceed  to  arbitration  for  ascertainment  of  the  price. 
But  the  case  is  different  when  the  price  is  ascertained,  for  you 
have  then  all  the  elements  of  a  complete  agreement,  and,  in  truth, 
it  becomes  a  bargain  made  under  legislative  enactment  between 
the  railway  company  and  those  over  whom  they  were  authorized  to 
exercise  their  power. 

In  Mason  v.  Stokes  Bay  Company  (3),  which  I  refer  to  because 
it  was  decided  on  the  authority  of  other  cases,  I  held  that  when  once 
the  price  was  ascertained,  Adams  v.  BlacJcwall  Railway  Company 
would  not  apply ;  that  the  parties  were  then  in  the  same  position 
as  if  they  were  under  an  ordinary  agreement ;  and  that  a  Court 
of  Law  could  not  then,  by  mandamus  or  otherwise,  enforce  per- 
formance, inasmuch  as  it  has  not  the  machinery  required  for  the 
purpose  of  determining  what  title  has  been  shewn,  or  for  settling 
the  form  of  the  conveyance. 

The  same  was  held  by  the'present  Master  of  the  Bolls  in  Regents 
Canal  Company  v.  Ware  (4). 

(1)  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  426 ;  7  Jur.  (N.S.)  (3)  32  L.  J.  (Ch.)  110 ;  11  W.  R.  80. 
595.  (4)  23  Beav.  575. 

(2)  2  Mac.  &  G.  118. 
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As  to  the  abstract  principle,  I  have  no  doubt  that  a  company        L.  o. 
parehasing  a  leasehold  interest  as  this  company  has  done,  is  bound        1872 
to  take  an  assignment  and  bound  to  enter  into  an  engagement  to     uasdino 
indemnify  the  vendor  against  the  covenants  of  his  lease.    It  would      j^^o- 
be  a  grievous  injustice  to  take  property  by  force  from  a  man  who     politan 

was  unwilling  to  dispose  of  it,  and  to  leave  him  subject  to  a  sub*       

stantial  rent  of  £600  a  year,  and  to  the  other  covenants  and  con- 
ditions of  his  lease. 

The  only  argument  against  applying  this  doctrine  here  is,  that 
the  lease  may  have  been  fictitiously  made  in  order  to  enhance  the 
value  of  the  reversion.  In  fact,  the  company  did  contend  that  the 
property  was  worth  only  £400  a  year,  and  that  if  the  company  took 
an  assignment  they  would  afterwards  be  estopped  from  disputing 
the  validity  of  the  lease.  If  such  fraud  was  proved,  no  doubt  this 
Court  would  give  ample  assistance ;  but  a  complete  answer  to  that 
argument  is,  that  all  these  things  were,  no  doubt,  brought  before 
the  arbitrators ;  and  if  it  is  true  that  the  rent  was  too  heavy,  that 
must  have  been  taken  into  account  in  assessing  the  compensation 
to  be  paid  to  the  lessee ;  and  the  company  may,  at  the  present 
moment,  have  in  their  pockets  the  difference  in  the  compensation 
which  may  have  been  deducted  because  of  the  heavy  rent. 

But,  in  fact,  there  is  no  evidence  of  this  before  me.  [His  Lord- 
ship then  commented  on  the  evidence  as  shewing  that  the  rent  was 
not  excessive,  and  that  there  was  no  secret  motive.]  I  should  feel 
more  reluctant  to  differ  from  so  experienced  a  Judge  as  the  Master 
of  the  Bolls  if  he  had  not  apparently  been  induced  to  decide  as 
he  did  by  an  error  which  ought  to  have  been  corrected  at  the 
time.  His  Lordship  thought  that  the  bill  had  not  been  filed  until 
two  years  had  elapsed,  which,  in  his  opinion,  shewed  that  the 
lessees  had  no  bond  fide  wish  to  obtain  an  indemnity.  If  the 
lessees  had  allowed  so  much  delay,  I  should  say  that  this  Court 
would  not  be  disposed  to  afford  them  any  assistance ;  but,  in  fact, 
they  applied  within  a  few  months  after  the  arrangement  as  to 
giving  up  possession  had  been  made. 

I  do  not  think  that  their  giving  up  the  keys  and  handing  over 
the  deeds  prevented  them  from  filing  their  bill  within  a  reasonable 
time  afterwards,  and  they  seem  to  me  not  to  have  done  anything 
which  would  preclude  them  firom  claiming  their  rights. 
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The  decree  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  must  be  reversed,  and 
a  declaration  made  that  the  company  are  bound  to  accept  an 
assignment  of  the  lease,  with  a  reference  to  Chambers  to  settle  the 
assignment  with  all  proper  covenants  on  each  side  in  case  the 
parties  differ.  The  Plaintiffs  to  have  all  the  costs  of  the  suit  except 
those  of  the  appeaL 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiffs :  Messrs.  Taylor  &  Jaquet. 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendants :  Messrs.  Burchell. 
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In  re  MARSEILLES  EXTENSION  RAILWAY  COMPANY.       L.W. 

Exparie  CEUfiDIT  FOXCIER  AND  MOBILIEB  OP  J^ 

ENGLAND.  /?«••  15. 

Company — Mimpplieaium  of  Funds  hjf  Directors — Borrowing  Powers — Bigging 
the  Market — Xotioe — Common  Directors  and  SolieHor. 

Two  diroGtore  of  Company  A.  were  also  directora  of  Company  B^  and  both 
companies  employed  the  same  solicitor.  Company  A^  owed  money  to  thdr 
COD  tractor,  which,  bowevefy  was  not  payable  immediately.  The  contractor 
had  bought  shares  in  the  company  and  was  pressed  by  the  stockbroken  for 
the  money.  Company  A.  agreed  to  advance  him  £7000^  and  borrowed  the 
money  from  Company  B,  on  the  secniity  of  a  mortgage.  The  loan  was 
negotiated  by  one  of  the  persons  who  was  a  director  of  both  companies,  and 
the  solicitor  who  acted  for  both  companies  prepared  the  mortgage.  Com^- 
pany  A,  had  power  under  the  articles  to  borrow  money,  bat  were  not  antho- 
rized  to  buy  up  their  own  shares.  Both  companies  aflerwards  were  wound 
up: — 

Udd  (reyermng  the  decision  of  Ifo/mj,  V.C),  that  Company  B,  were  not 
affected  by  notice  of  any  illegality  in  the  purpose  to  whidi  the  money  bor- 
rowed was  to  bo  applied,  and  that  they  were  consequently  entitled  to  prove 
:^ainst  the  estate  of  Company  A,  under  the  winding-up^ 

1  HIS  was  an  appeal  £rom  a  decision  of  Vice-Chancellor  MaKn$ 
made  in  the  Trinding-np  of  the  Marseilles  Extension  BaSivay  and 
Land  Company^  Limited. 

The  company  was  insUtnted  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  con- 
cession  of  land  for  the  construction  of  a  railway  to  Marseilles,  and 
for  acquiring  land  in  connection  with  that  object  The  memo- 
randum of  association  was  dated  the  29th  of  December,  1864. 

One  of  the  principal  promoters  of  the  company  was  Mr.  W* 
Bowles,  who  entered  into  a  contract  to  sell  the  company  certain 
lands  which  he  had  purchased  in  France,  and  a  concession  from  the 
French  Govemmenty  and  to  construct  their  railway.  By  a  subse- 
quent agreement  made  on  the  2l8tof  November,  1865,  the  money 
payable  by  the  company  was  fixed  at  £208,000,  of  which  £120,000 
were  to  be  paid  to  M.  Talibol,  the  owner  of  the  lands,  and  £88,000 
to  JBotdes,  on  the  completion  of  the  purchase,  and  he  gave  up  all 
right  to  the  contract  for  the  railway.     Bowles  was  accordingly 

credited  with  £88,000  in  the  books  of  the  company. 
You  VIL  P  1 
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L.  JJ.  Previously  to  this  date  Bowles  purchased  shares  of  the  company 

1871       to  a  large  extent  on  the  Stock  Exchange,  for  which  he  was  unable 

j^       to  pay  on  the  day  of  settlement    Under  these  circumstances,  he 

Maksbillm  applied  to  the  company  for  an  advance  on  account  of  the  money 

Railway  Co.  due  to  him.     The  directors,  not  being  able  to  pay  the  money,  and 

Credi?     fearing  that  any  failure  on  the  part  of  Bowles  would  injure  the 

FoNciER  AKD  compauv,  applied  to  the  CrSdit  Fonder  and  MobUier  of  England  to 

MOBILIEROF  \  n 

England,    advance  them  £10,000. 

Two  of  the  directors  of  the  Marseilles  Bailway  Company^  one  of 
whom  was  Mr.  Nevibon^  were  at  that  time  also  directors  of  the 
Cridii  Fonder,  and  Mr.  Heritage,  the  solicitor  of  the  Marseilles 
Railway  Company,  also  acted  as  solicitor  for  the  Credit  Fonder. 
Mr.  Newbon  and  Mr.  Heritage  were  deputed  to  negotiate  the  loan, 
and  they  accordingly  attended  at  the  board  meeting  of  the  Credit 
Fonder  on  the  14th  of  November,  1865,  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  Newbon  stated  in  his  examination  as  follows :  *'  The  £7000 
mentioned  in  the  minutes  of  the  15th  of  November,  1865,  as  hav- 
ing been  lent  by  the  Credit  Fonder,  was  wanted  to  pay  Bowles 
under  his  contract.  We  were  advised  that  he  was  entitled  to 
receive  it.  I  made  the  proposal  to  the  Credit  Fonder  for  the 
£7000.  I  made  it  to  Mr.  Grant,  who  was  the  managing  director 
at  that  time.  It  was  brought  before  the  Credit  Fonder  board.  I 
was,  no  doubt,  present.  I  do  not  remember  who  was  present  ex- 
cept Mr.  Oranl  and  myself.  I  told  Mr.  Qrant,\\i  his  private  room, 
what  the  money  was  wanted  for.  I  have  no  doubt  that  Mr.  Grant 
stated  to  the  board  what  the  money  was  wanted  for,  but  I  have  no 
recollection  of  hearing  him  do  so.  I  told  Mr.  CHrant  that  Bowles 
had  entered  into  engagements  to  pay  money,  which  I  believed  he 
had  no  means  of  paying  unless  he  received  some  payments  from 
the  directors  of  the  company  under  his  contract.  I  told  Mr.  Crrant 
that  these  engagements  were  to  pay  stock-brokers  for  shares  in  tho 
company  in  question,  which  he  (Bowles)  had  bought.  The  com- 
pany was  anxious  to  preserve  its  reputation  on  the  Stock  Exchange, 
and  therefore  we  were  desirous  of  assisting  Bowles  to  meet  his 
engagements." 

The  directors  of  the  Cridit  Fonder  consented  to  advance  tho 
money,  and  promissory  notes  were  thereupon  given  by  the  Mar- 
seilles Bailway  Company  for  £10,000,  and  the  repayment  of  the 
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loan  was  secured  by  a  mortgage  of  certain  lands  which  the  com-      L.  JJ. 
pany  had  contracted  to  purchase  at  Marseilles.     The  mortgage       1871 
was  prepared  by  Mr.  Heritage.    Of  the  money  so  advanced  £7000       j^ 
was  paid  to  Bowles^  or  to  the  brokers  to  whom  he  was  liable,  and  ^mmlles 
£3000  was  applied  in  meeting  some  bills  on  which  the  company  Bah^wat  Go. 

were  liable.  BxpaHe 

Obsdit 

In  August,  1866,  the  Marseilles  Extension  Batlway  Company  was  i^'onoieb  ani> 
wound  up  voluntarily,  and  subsequently  the  Creati  Foncter  was    Englakd. 
also  wound  up  voluntarily. 

The  liquidators  of  the  Cridit  Fonder  claimed  to  prove  against 
the  estate  of  the  Marseilles  Bailway  Company  for  the  amount  ad- 
vanced by  them,  the  mortgage  having  turned  out  to  be  valueless. 
The  claim  was  resisted  by  the  liquidators  of  the  MarseiUes  Bailway 
Company,  so  far  as  related  to  the  £7000  advanced  to  Bowles  on  the 
ground  that  the  money  was  borrowed  by  the  directors  for  a  purpose 
which  was  not  warranted  by  the  articles  of  association,  namely, 
the  purchase  of  shares  in  their  own  company,  and  that  the  direc- 
tors of  the  Credit  Foncier  had  notice  of  the  purpose  for  which  the 
money  was  to  be  applied.  The  principal  clauses  of  the  articles  of 
association  bearing  on  the  question  were  the  following : — 

Art.  23.  '^  The  directors  may  issue  debentures,  bonds,  or  obli- 
gations of  the  company,  at  any  time,  and  in  any  form  or  manner, 
L  for  any  amounVwhich  the  dire;tors  may  Lm  time  to  time 
determine." 

Art  57.  ^*  The  directors  shall,  subject  to  the  powers  of  the 
general  meetings,  have  the  entire  management  of  the  company, 
and  they  shall  have  power  to  appoint  and  fix  the  duties  and  salaries 
of,  and  to  remove,  the  manager,  secretary,  and  all  clerks,  ofiScers, 
and  servants,  and  generally  to  do  all  acts,  matters,  and  things 
which  are  necessary  or  proper  for  carrying  on  the  business  of  the 
company." 

**  (a)  Without  limiting  the  general  authority  hereby  given  to  the 
directors,  they  shall  have  the  following  specific  powers :  viz.,  they 
may,  for  the  purposes  of  the  company,  make,  draw,  accept,  or  in- 
dorse any  promissory  note,  bill  of  exchange,  or  other  negotiable 
instrument,  and  may  borrow  on  behalf  of  the  company  from  any 
person  or  persons  any  sum  or  sums  of  money,  either  by  way  of 

mortgage  of  any  of  the  property  of  the  company,  or  on  bonds, 

P  2  1 
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debentures,  or  by  receiving  moneys  on  deposit,  or  otherwise,  as  they 
may  see  fit" 

The  claim  was  brought  before  the  Vice-Chancellor  MdHns^  on  an 
adjourned  summons,  when  His  Honour  refused  the  claim,  and  the 
liquidator  of  the  CrSdit  Fonder  appealed  from  his  decision  (1). 


(1)  1871.    Nov.  6. 

Sib  R.  Maliks,  V.C,  said  timt  the 
question  to  be  settled  was,  whether  the 
money,  which  was  advanced  by  the 
Cr^it  Foncier^  was  parted  with  under 
such  circumstances  as  to  constitute  a 
debt  against  the  Marseilles  RaUtmy 
Company, 

With  respect  to  borrowing  money, 
different  principles  were  applicable  to 
public  companies  from  those  which  ap- 
plied to  individuals.  Shareholders  in 
a  company  had  certain  protections 
thrown  over  them,  and  it  did  not  follow 
that  any  sum  borrowed  by  the  directors 
constituted  a  debt  against  the  share- 
holders. It  must  be  borrowed  for  a 
purpose  within  the  powers  conferred 
upon  the  directors  by  their  deed  of  settle- 
ment. There  could  bo  no  doubt  that 
these  two  companies  were  intimately 
connected  with  each  other,  and  that 
the  Marseilles  RaUway  Company  was 
an  emanation  from  the  CrSdit  Fonder. 
Although  he  could  not,  of  course,  im- 
port the  evidence  of  one  case  into 
another,  yet  the  transactions  of  these 
companies  had  been  so  often  before  him 
that  it  was  well  known  that  the  object 
of  the  CrSdit  Fonder  and  MobUier^ 
presided  over  by  Albert  Orant^  the 
great  speculator  of  the  age,  was  to  bring 
out  and  foster  other  companies,  and  that 
they  were  not  very  scrupulous  as  to  the 
means  to  which  they  resorted.  The 
evidence  in  this  case  appeared  to  him 
conclusive  that  this  company  had  fos- 
tered and  encouraged  the  formation  of 
the  Marseilles  Bailway  Company,  Of 
the  eight  persons  who  signed  the 
memorandum  of  association,  four  were 


directors  of  the  CrSdit  Fonder,  Mr. 
Heritage  was  the  solicitor  of  both  com- 
panies, and  he  could  not  hesitate  in 
coming  to  the  conclusion  that  every 
part  of  the  transactions  of  the  Mar^ 
sdUes  RaUway  Company  was  known 
to,  participated  in,  and  promoted  by  tlic 
CrSdit  Fonder. 

Then  what  was  the  course  of  pro- 
ceeding ?  The  company  made  a  con- 
ti-act  with  Mr.  Talibot  for  land  inFranoe 
for  £120,000,  which,  however,  they 
never  obtained,  as  the  land  was  taken 
by  an  incumbrancer,  and  then  afterwards 
they  professed  to  purchase  the  same 
land  of  Bowles  for  £208,000,  crediting 
him  with  an  advanced  price  of  £88,000. 
He  could  only  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  this  was  a  simply  colourable  trans- 
action, and  that  they  credited  him 
with  this  sum  merely  for  the  purpose 
of  enabling  the  directors  to  carry  out 
their  schemes  for  misleading  the  public 
The  Credit  Fonder  were  also  at  that 
time  engaged  in  promoting  the  /m- 
pericd  Land  Company  of  MarsdUeg^ 
and  it  was  clear  from  the  evidence  of  the 
secretary  that  it  would  not  have  done 
for  the  Credit  Fonder  to  let  the  Mar* 
seUles  Railway  Company  go  down,  be* 
cause  in  that  case  they  could  not  have 
floated  the  Imperial  Land  Company, 
Therefore,  Bowles  was  sent  into  the 
market  to  buy  shares  in  the  Marseilles 
Railway  Company,  through,  not  one, 
but  several  brokers,  and  in  so  doing  lost 
a  large  sum  of  money.  How  was  this 
money  to  be  provided?  The  Jfar- 
seilles  Railway  Company  had  none,  so 
they  sent  Mr.  Newhon,  who  was  a  di- 
rector  of   both  companies,    and  Mr. 
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Mr.  Glasse,  Q.C.,  BIr.  CoUon,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Jackson,  for  tho 
Appellants: — 

There  is  no  evidence  that  the  Marseilles  Company  had  any  illegal 
intention  in  borrowing  the  money.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  clear 
that  the  directors  conceiyed  that  a  large  sum  of  money  was  really 
due  to  BordeSy  although  it  might  not  have  been  payable  imme- 
diately. But  whatever  their  object  may  have  been,  there  is  nothing 
to  fix  the  Credit  Fonder  with  any  notice  of  it  The  Marseilles 
Company  had  clear  powers  to  borrow  money,  and  that  was  sufficient 
for  the  security  of  the  lenders.  The  mere  fact  of  tlio  two  com- 
panies having  the  same  solicitor,  or  some  common  directors,  does 


L.JJ. 
1S71 


In  re 
Mabsbilub 

EXTBMUOit 

Bailwat  Go. 

Ckbdit 
f02icibb  akd 
hobiubr  of 

ENGLANli. 


Tkritage^  who  was  the  solicitor  for 
both  companies,  to  the  Cr^it  Foncier^ 
aad  they  told  Grant  the  purpose  for 
which  the  inoncy  was  wanted,  and  ob- 
tained the  loan  from  the  board.  Under 
these  circumstanceSy  he  was  asked, 
sitting  as  a  jury,  to  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  Albert  Grant,  as  repre- 
senting the  Credit  Foncier,  believed 
that  money  was  really  duo  to  Bowles, 
and  that  he  did  not  know  the  purpose 
for  which  the  money  was  wanted.  He 
was  perfectly  satisfied,  on  the  whole 
evidence,  that  Albert  Grant,  and  New- 
ban,  and  all  others  associated  with  them, 
well  knew  that  there  was  no  debt  due 
to  Bowles,  and  that  they  know  that  the 
money  was  wanted  for  ''rigging  the 
market,"  and  that  all  had  been  done 
with  their  full  consent  and  approbation 
for  tho  purpose  of  carrying  into  effect 
their  general  purpose  of  fraud  upon  tho 
public. 

It  had  been  urged  upon  him  that  tho 
CridU  Foncier  had  no  notice,  because 
the  knowledge  possessed  by  Newlon 
and  Heritage  was  not  in  the  same  trans- 
action. But  that  was  simply  a  dealing 
between  borrower  and  lender ;  the  same 
solicitor  acted  both  for  borrower  and 
lender;  and  nothing  could  be  clearer 
law  in  that  Court  than  that  where  the 
same  solicitor  is  employed  by  both  bor- 


rower and  lender,  whatever  knowlodgo 
he  had  of  tho  circumstances  of  the  bor- 
rower the  lender  was  affected  by  that 
knowledge.  Mr.  Heritage,  as  tho 
agent  of  both  parties,  had  notice  of 
these  transactions,  and  Mr.  Newbon,  as 
a  director  of  both  companies,  was  party 
to  them ;  his  conduct  as  director  of  one 
company  could  not  be  separated  from 
his  conduct  as  director  of  tho  other. 
He  considered  that  Zubuta^s  Claim 
(Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  444)  went  the  whole 
length  of  the  present  case.  In  that 
case  Mr.  Henry  was  affected  with 
notice  of  the  constitution  of  the  com- 
pany, and  in  the  present  case  Grant, 
the  chairman  of  the  Credit  Foncier, 
knew  as  well  as  Newbon  and  Heritage 
that,  although  the  directors  of  the  Jlfar- 
seiUes  Railway  Company  were  em- 
iwwcrod  to  borrow  money,  they  could 
not  do  so  for  the  purpose  of  **  rigging 
the  market,"  or  paying  losses  incurred  in 
the  process.  On  the  whole,  his  Honour 
was  of  opmion  that  the  whole  trans- 
action was  colourable,  was  fraudulent — 
a  transaction  out  of  which  no  rights  could 
arise,  in  which  all  the  Court  could  do 
was  to  leave  the  parties  where  they 
were,  and  to  refuse  to  interfere  on  one 
side  or  the  other.  He  therefore,  re- 
fus?d  the  claim,  but  without  costs. 
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L.  JJ.     not  affect  each  company  with  notice  of  everything  that  is  done  in 

1871       the  other :  In  re  European  BanJo  (1). 

]5^  The  Vice-Chancellor  assumed  that  one  company  was  an  emana- 

Mabssilles  4Jqj^  from  the  other,  and  that  they  were  conspiring  together  to 
Kailway  Co.  delude  the  public,  of  which  there  is  no  evidence  whatever. 

Ex  parte 

Fo^"ni>  Mr.  Hiffgins  and  Mr.  Oill,  for  the  liquidators  of  the  MarsetHea 
HoBiLUB  OF  Extension  Railway  Company : — 

The  transaction  was  a  fraud  upon  the  articles  of  the  Marseilles 

Company i  and  was  not  binding  upon  the  shareholders.  No  money 
was  really  due  at  that  time  to  Bowles^  and  the  evidence  is  con- 
clusive that  the  directors  advanced  the  money  for  the  purpose  of 
"  rigging  the  market."  It  was  a  breach  of  trust  on  the  part  of  the 
directors,  of  which  the  Credit  Fonder  had  notice  when  they  lent 
the  money.  This  is  not  an  ordinary  case  of  constructive  notice, 
for  Mr.  Netdbon  actually  informed  Orant  that  the  money  was  to  be 
spent  in  paying  for  shares  in  the  company,  and  the  same  solicitor 
was  employed  for  both  parties  in  the  transaction.  Whether  one 
company  was  an  emanation  from  the  other  or  not,  it  is  clear  that 
they  had  common  interests;  and  the  directors  of  the  Credit  Foncier 
believed  that  the  ruin  of  the  Marseilles  Company  would  materially 
injure  their  company :  Balfour  v.  Ernest  (2) ;  Bolland  v.  Eart  (3) ; 
Zulueia*s  Claim  (4). 

Sib  G.  Hellish,  L.  J. : — 

This  is  a  claim  on  behalf  of  the  Credit  Foncier  Company  to 
prove  against  the  Marseilles  Extension  Bailvxiy  and  Land  Company 
for  £10,000,  which  was  money  lent,  in  the  year  1865,  on  the  security 
of  promissory  notes  given  by  the  Marseilles  Company  to  the  Cridit 
Foncier. 

By  the  57th  clause  of  the  articles  of  association  of  the  Marseilles 
Company  they  had  the  most  unlimited  authority — of  course  for 
the  purposes  of  the  company — to  borrow  money  upon  the  security 
of  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory  notes.  Then  it  is  not  denied 
tliat  they  did  borrow  money  from  the  Credit  Foncier  Company 
upon  promissory  notes,  and  therefore  there  is  a  perfectly  plain 

(1)  Law  Hop.  5  Ch.  358.  (3)  Law  Top.  6  Ch.  678. 

(2)  18  L.  J.  (C.P.)  170.  (4)  Law  Re>  5  Ch.  444. 
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prima  facie  case.    The  defence  is  in  substance  that  this  money      L.  JJ, 
was  really  borrowed/or  a  purpose  that  was  ttZ/rd  t^r««— that  either       i87i 
it  was  borrowed  to  "  rig  the  market/'  or  was  borrowed  for  the       ^^ 
purpose  of  buying  up  the  shares  of  the  company  itself,  there  being  Mabmillm 
no  clause  in  the  articles  of  association  by  which  the  Marseilles  Railway  Co. 
Company  were  allowed  to  buy  up  their  o^vn  shares;   and  it  is      q|^?^ 
alleged  that  the  Credit  Fonder  had  notice  of  it  at  the  time  the  Foncuw  akd 
money  was  lent  and  the  notes  given.   The  witnesses  called  for  the    Evqi.aiip. 
purpose  of  proving  this  defence  were,  Mr.  Newhon,  a  director  of       ^" 
both  companies,  and  also  the  secretary.    But  Mr.  Newbon  does  not 
really  prove  the  case ;  for  the  result  of  his  evidence  is,  that  Mr. 
Bowles,  the  contractor,  had  a  claim  for  a  large  sum  of  money  against 
the  company,  and  that  it  was  extremely  desirable  that  some  of  it 
should  be  advanced  to  him,  because  he  had  been  speculating  very 
largely  in  purchasing  shares,  and  because  if  the  money  was  not  paid 
to  enable  those  shares  to  be  taken  up,  they  would  not  get  a  settling 
day  on  the  Stock  Exchangey  and  the  company  would  not  be  enabled 
to  start.    Although  that  was  the  way  in  which  the  money  was  to 
be  expended,  according  to  Mr.  Newbon^s  statement,  it  was  money 
which  was  due  to  Bordes  on  the  existing  contracts  with  the  com- 
pany.   Then  it  is  proved  by  Mr.  Neuibon  that  he  and  Mr.  Heritage^ 
the  solicitor  of  both  companies,  went  to  the  Credit  Fonder  for  the 
purpose  of  negotiating  the  loan ;  and  he  says  that  he  told  Mr. 
Grant,  the  managing  director  of  the  Credit  Fonder,  those  facts ; 
that  he  told  him  tliey  wanted  to  borrow  the  money  for  the  purpose 
of  making  a  payment  to  their  contractor;  that  tlie  money,  he 
believed,  was  due  from  them,  but  the  real  object  why  they  wanted 
to  pay  him  the  money  was,  that  it  would  be  prejudicial  to  the 
company  (and  he  probably  said  also,  to  the  Credit  Fonder,  who  were 
about  to  start  another  land  company  at  Marseilles)  if  those  shares 
were  not  taken  up  and  the  company  was  not  started.    This  evi- 
dence certainly  does  not  by  itself  establish  the  defence.    The  Vice- 
Chancellor  appears  to  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  all  this 
was  a  sham,  and  that  there  was  nothing  due  to  Bowles  ;  but  there 
is  no  proof  of  that  in  the  evidence  now  before  us,  and  the  Vice- 
Cbancellor  appears  to  have  drawn  some  inference  in  this  case  from 
the  knowledge  of  the  affairs  of  the  Credit  Fonder  which  he  had 
gained  in  previous  cases.    But  we  must  decide  this  case  on  the 
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lib  JJ.       evidence  that  is  before  ns.    I  do  not  think  that  it  is  necessary  to 

1871        go  into  a  minute  examination  of  the  deeds  to  see  whether  any 

"^^       money  really  was  due  to  Bowles,    It  would  rather  appear  that 

Mabsbilleb  jjqjjq  ^j^g  actually  due  to  him  at  that  time,  although  there  were 

Railway  Co.  contracts  on  which  money  might  afterwards  become  due,  and  this 

^BDiT      would  rather  appear  to  have  been  an  advance  to  him  in  anticipa- 

FoNoiBR  AND  ^lon  of  such  money.     But  in  my  opinion  there  is  no  evidence  at 

MOBILIEB  Of 

EuGLAHD.  all  which  could  properly  be  left  to  a  jury,  if  this  were  being  tried 
at  Common  Law,  that  the  CrSdit  Foneier  had  notice  of  any  of 
these  transactions,  so  as  to  make  this  loan  on  the  security  of  tliese 
negotiable  instruments  in  itself  an  invalid  loan. 

In  the  first  place,  it  is  said  that  the  one  company  was  an  ema- 
nation from  the  other,  and  whatever  was  known  to  the  one  was 
known  to  the  other.  That  is  a  general  statement  which  it  is  difficult 
for  me  to  follow ;  and  it  is,  in  point  of  fact,  denied  by  the  Appel- 
lants. The  evidence,  as  far  as  there  is  any  on  the  subject,  is  that  the 
Marseilles  Company  was  not  a  company  started  by  the  Credit  Fon* 
eier.  It  appears  no  doubt  that  many  of  the  original  promoters  of 
the  Marseilles  Company  had  been  directors  in  the  CrSdit  Fonder^ 
and  that  at  the  time  when  this  transaction  was  going  on  there  were 
two  common  directors,  one  of  whom  was  Mr.  Newbon.  What  does  the 
circumstance  of  there  being  two  common  directors  prove  ?  I  need 
hardly  go  into  that,  for  Mr.  Newhon  distinctly  denies  that  he  had 
himself  notice  that  the  money  was  not  duo  to  Bowles^  or  that  there 
was  any  impropriety  in  the  transaction ;  and  this  is  not  contradicted. 
But  even  if  that  were  not  so,  I  cannot  think  that,  because  he  was 
a  common  director  to  the  two  companies,  we  are  on  that  account 
to  say  that  the  one  company  has  necessarily  notice  of  everything 
that  is  within  the  knowledge  of  the  common  director,  and  which 
knowledge  he  has  acquired  as  director  of  the  other  company.  It 
appears  to  me,  that  a  director  is  simply  a  person  appointed  to  act 
as  one  of  a  board,  with  power  to  bind  the  company  when  acting  as 
a  board,  but  having  otherwise  no  power  to  bind  them.  And  when 
he  goes  on  behalf  of  the  Marseilles  Company  to  deal  with  the 
Credit  Fonder^  and  the  Cridii  Foneier  company  negotiate  with 
him  and  come  to  a  certain  resolution,  it  would  be,  as  it  appears  to 
me,  contrary  to  sound  principle  to  hold  that  the  Cridit  Fonder  had 
necessarily  notico,  or  that  their  board  had  notice,  of  every  fact  that 
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happened  to  be  known  to  Mr..  Newbon.    That  appears  to  me  quite  L.  JJ. 

consistent  with  what  was  laid  down  by  Lord  Justice  Oiffard  in  I87l 

Ztdueta^s  Claim  (1),  which  has  been  referred  to.  j^  ^ 

Then  it  is  said  that  there  was  a  common  solicitor,  and  therefore  E^TEKaroT 

everything  known  to  one  company  must  have  been  known  to  the  Rau^way  Co. 

other.    Mr.  Heritage  is  not  called,  and  all  that  is  said  is,  that  he  obIi^ 

was  the  solicitor  of  both  companies  and  used  to  attend  their  boards  :  f  onoibb  and 

^  .  MOBIUBROr 

but  what  as  matter  of  fact  he  actually  knew,  or  what  conclusion  he  England. 
drew  from  what  he  knew,  we  have  no  evidence.  It  appears  to  me  """ 
it  would  be  going  very  far  indeed  to  say,  not  that  the  Cr^U  Fancier 
liad  notice  of  any  facts  which  had  happened,  but  that  they  were 
bound  by  any  knowledge  that  Mr.  Heritage  might  have  of  an  in- 
tention on  the  part  of  the  MarseiUea  Company  to  expend  the  money 
which  they  were  professedly  borrowing  for  a  purpose  quite  legitimate 
for  some  other  purpose.  I  cannot  sec  that  there  is  any  evidence  at 
all  when  the  loan  was  agreed  upon  that  Mr.  Heritage  had  begun  to 
act  or  was  acting  as  solicitor  for  the  Credit  Fonoier.  He  went  with 
Mr.  Newbon  to  negotiate  the  loan.  That  loan  was  only  negotiated 
with  Mr.  Oranty  the  managing  director  of  the  Credit  Fancier^  and  it 
was  brought  before  the  board  of  the  Credit  Fonder^  and  the  board 
as  a  board  came  to  the  resolution  to  make  the  loan,  not,  as  far  as 
appears,  consultiug  Mr.  Heritage,  or  employing  him  at  all  as  their 
i^olieitor  in  the  matter,  but  acting  as  commercial  men  upon  their 
own  discretion.  No  doubt  it  may  have  been  part  of  the  terms  that 
there  should  be  a  mortgage,  and  Mr.  Heritage  may  have  been  em- 
ployed as  their  solicitor  to  draw  up  the  mortgage  deed.  But  I 
cannot  think  that  is  sufficient  to  affect  the  Credit  Fonder  with 
notice  of  any  improper  mode  in  which  this  money  was  to  be  ex- 
pended, even  if  Mr.  Heritage  had,  which  I  cannot  see  that  theru 
is  any  evidence  that  ho  had,  notice  that  it  was  to  be  expended  for 
an  improper  purpose. 

After  all,  the  real  question  is,  which  of  two  innocent  sets  of  share- 
holders is  to  bear  this  loss  ?  It  appears  to  me  that  if  the  directors 
of  the  Marseittea  Company  have  been  guilty  of  an  improper  appli- 
cation of  the  funds  of  the  Marseilles  Company  it  would  be  more  just 
that  the  shareholders  of  the  MarseiUes  Company,  whose  directors 
improperly  applied  this  money,  should  bear  the  loss,  than  theinno- 

(l)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  444. 
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L.  JJ.       cent  shareholders  of  the  Credit  Foneier,  whose  directors  appear  to 
1871        have  done  ^vhat  it  was  a  perfectly  legitimate  thing  for  them  to  do ; 
"j^       it  bemg  a  part  of  their  business  to  lend  money,  and  the  other 
ExTTOMiw    company  having  power  to  borrow  it 

Railway  Co.      It  appears  to  me  that  this  claim  is  made  out,  and  that  the  order 
Ob^it      ^^  ^^®  Vice-Chancellor  should  be  reversed,  and  an  order  made 
FoNCTEB  AHD  allowiuff  tho  daim,  with  costs,  in  the  Court  below. 

MoBiLiBB  or 


England. 


Sir  W.  M.  James,  L  J. : — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  desire  only  to  add  this:  I  cannot 
understand  how  a  director  of  a  company  going  to  borrow  money 
from  another  company  can  put  the  company  from  whom  he  bor- 
rows it  in  any  different  position  from  that  in  which  a  joint  stock 
bank  would  be  placed  by  a  director  of  it  asking  a  loan  for  himself. 
Is  it  to  be  imputed  to  the  banking  company  that  they  have  know- 
ledge of  everything  the  director  knows  about  his  own  private 
affairs  ?    Such  a  proposition  seems  to  be  most  unreasonable. 

Solicitor  for  the  Appellants :  Mr.  Heritage, 

Solicitors  for  tho  Bespondents :  Messrs.  Hatliawai/  &  Andrews. 


L.  JJ.  In  re  KILVERT'S  TRUSTS. 

1871 

^^  Will — Latent  Ambiguity — Varol  Evidence — Imperfect  Description — Legacy  to 

Dee,  IG.  Cliaritahle  Society,  or  for  Charitable  Ohject. 

A  testatrix,  by  will  made  ia  1868,  gave  a  legacy  to  "the  treasurer  for  tho 
time  being  of  the  fund  for  the  relief  of  the  widows  and  orphans  of  the  clerjry 
of  the  diocese  of  Worcentei^  to  be  applied  by  him  for  the  benefit  of  that 
charity.*'  Two  societies  made  a  claim.  One  had  been  founded  in  1777  for 
the  relief  of  the  widows  and  orphans  of  the  clergy  of  the  diocese,  at  which 
time  the  diocese  comprised  only  the?  Archdeaconry  of  irorc/»si^r.  In  1837 
the  Archdeaconry  of  Coventry  was  added  to  the  diocese,  and  in  1848  the 
Worcester  society  altered  its  title,  so  as  to  shew  that  its  operations  were 
restricted  to  tho  Archdeaconry  of  Worcester.  Tho  other  society  had  been 
founded  in  1777  for  the  relief  of  widows  and  orphans  of  clergy  in  the  Arch- 
deaconry of  Coventry.  Tho  father  of  the  testatrix  had  been  a  subscriber  to 
the  Worcester  society  till  his  death  in  1817.  Ilis  widow  had  continued  tho 
subscription  till  her  death  in  1860.    And  tho  testatrix  had  oontmued  it  from 


TSCBTS. 
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that  time  at  an  increaaed  rate ;  Imt  it  did  not  appear  that  the  testatrix,  or         L.  JJ. 
any  of  her  iamily,  had  sahecribed  to  the  CovaUry  society : —  .g,^ 

ffeU  by  Ma2ms^  Y.C,  that  the  giil  was  to  be  treated  as  a  gift  to  an  wvw 
object,  not  to  a  particular  society,  and  must  be  apportioned  between  the  two  J«»^ 
societies:  ^Jl^!^'* 

ffeldf  <m  appeal,  that  the  gift  was  a  gift  to  a  particular  society,  with  a 
sligjht  inaccuracy  of  description,  and  that  the  Worcester  society  was  solely 
entitled, 

X  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  Yice-Cliancellor  MalinB. 

The  testatrix.  Miss  KUvert^  died  on  the  26th  of  November,  1870, 
having,  by  will  made  in  July,  1868,  given  a  legacy  of  £10,000  "  to 
the  treasarer  for  the  time  being  of  the  fund  for  the  relief  of  the 
widows  and  orphans  of  the  clergy  of  the  diocese  of  Worcester ^  to 
be  applied  by  him  for  the  benefit  of  that  charity." 

About  1777  a  society  had  been  founded  at  Woreesier  called  The 
Society  for  the  Belief  of  the  Widows  and  Orphans  of  Poor  Clergy^ 
meuj  de.y  c^c,  within  the  Diocese  of  Worcester. 

At  that  time  the  diocese  of  Worcester  was  co-extensive  with  the 
Archdeaconry  of  Worcester^  and  remained  so  till  1837,  in  which 
year  the  Archdeaconry  of  Coventry  was  added  to  the  diocese. 
After  this,  in  1848,  the  rules  of  the  society  were  altered,  so  as  to 
keep  its  operations  confined  to  the  old  diocese,  and  its  title  was 
altered  to  The  Society  for  the  Belief  of  Clergymen's  Widows  and 
Orphans,  and  Necessitous  Clergymen,  in  the  Archdeaconry  of 
Worcester. 

About  1777  a  society  had  been  founded  called  The  Charity  for 
the  Bdief  of  NecessiUms  Clergymen,  their  Widows  and  Children, 
within  the  Archdeaconry  of  Coventry.  This  society  had  remained 
unaltered  up  to  the  present  time. 

The  testatrix  was  the  daughter  of  a  clergyman  who  was  a  yearly 
subscriber  of  £1  Is.  to  the  Worcester  society,  and  died  in  1817. 
After  his  death  his  widow  continued  this  subscription  till  her  own 
death  in  1860,  and  the  testatrix,  on  her  mother's  deatli,  increased 
this  subscription  to  £5,  which  she  continued  during  the  remainder 
of  her  life.  Neither  the  testatrix  nor  any  of  her  family  had  sub- 
scribed to  the  Coventry  society.  There  was  no  other  society  besides 
these  two  which  could  claim  to  be  the  object  of  the  gift. 

The  legacy  having  been  paid  into  Court  under  the  Trustee 
Belief  Act,  tho  Worcester  society  petitioned  for  payment  of  it  to 
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L.  JJ.  tliem.    The  Yice-Chancellor  Malins  held  that  it  must  be  appor- 

1871  tioned  between  the  two  societies  (1).     The   Worcester  society 

In  re  appealed. 


KlLTSBT*B 

Trusts. 


Mi%  Cotton,  Q,C.,  and  Mr.  0.  FPoZier,  for  the  Appellants : — 

There  is  no  society  to  which  the  words  of  the  gift  accurately 
apply,  but  it  is  plain  that  the  testatrix  intended  a  gift  only  to  one 
society.  The  words  are  prima  facte  applicable  to  the  Worcester 
society ;  and  when  we  look  at  the  fact  of  the  testatrix  having  been 
a  subscriber  to  this  society,  and  not  to  the  other,  evidence  of  which 
is  admissible  as  part  of  the  surrounding  circumstances  (Wiffram^s 
Extrinsic  Evidence  (2)  ),  there  can  be  no  doubt  which  society  was 
intended.  In  Bernasconi  v.  Atkinson  (3)  part  of  the  description 
applied  to  one  person  and  part  to  another,  and  parol  evidence  was 
admitted  according  to  the  principle  of  Doe  v.  MiscocJcs  (4).  The 
cases  as  to  apportioning,  Simon  v.  Barber  (5)^  Bennett  v.  Hayter(6), 
do  not  apply ;  the  gift  is  not  a  gift  "  for  the  relief  of  the  widows 
and  orphans  of  the  clergy  of  the  diocese  of  Worcester"  but  a  gift 
to  a  particular  society  called  The  Society  for  the  Belief  dtc.  It  is 
a  mere  case  of  inaccurate  description. 

Mr.  Olasse,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Vaughan  Eaxokins,  for  the  Coventry 
society : — 

The  Court  will  look  to  the  object  of  the  gift,  which  is  plainly 
indicated  to  be  the  relief  of  the  widows  and  orphans  of  clergy  in 
the  diocese ;  In  re  Maguire  (7) ;  In  re  Clergy  Society  (8).  Parol 
evidence  as  to  subscriptions  is  not  admissible  to  shew  the  inten- 
tion :  Drake  v.  Drake  (9). 

[The  Lord  Justice  Mellish  referred  to  Chant  v.  Orani  (10).] 

There  is  no  case  in  which  a  charitable  society  has  obtained  a 
bequest  unless  the  description  of  the  object  has  been  correct.  A 
purpose  is  pointed  out  which  the  Court  can  carry  into  effect  by  a 
scheme,  as  is  indicated  in  Mills  v.  Farmer  {11),  and  was  done  in 

(1)  Law  Rep.  12  Eq.  183.  (6)  2  Beav.  81. 

(2)  Page  160.  (7)  Law  Rep.  9  Eq.  632. 

(3)  10  Hare,  345,  348.  (8)  2  K.  &  J.  615. 

(4)  5  M.  &  W.  363.        .  (9)  8  H.  L.  C.  172. 

(5)  5  Russ.  112.  (10)  Law  Rep.  5  C,  P.  727 

(II)  1  Mer.  55,  96. 
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Loteombe  y.  Wimbringham  (1)  and  Bowe  v.  AUorney-Ghnerdl  (2).    In  L.  JJ. 

the  caae  of  Clark  y.  Tayfor  (3)  the  description  of  the  objects  was  isri 

too  vagae  to  Iiave  effect  given  to  it.  ]|j^ 


Sib  W.  M.  James,  L  J. : — 

I  cannot  bring  my  mind  to  entertain  any  doubt  as  to  what  the 
meaning  of  the  testatrix  was.    The  sole  question  is,  do  her  words 
amount  to  a  gift  for  the  relief  of  the  widows  and  orphans  of  clergy 
throughout  the  whole  diocese  of  Worcester  1    Now,  first,  are  the 
words  ^  for  the  relief  of  the  widows  and  orphans,  &c.,"  used  to 
indicate  the  objects  of  the  bounty  of  the  testatrix,  or  are  they 
only  used  as  part  of  the  description  of  a  society  to  which  the 
testatrix  intends  to  give  a  legacy  ?    I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that 
they  are  only  part  of  the  description,  and  that  what  we  have  to 
find  out  is — ^who  answers  the  description  of  the  treasurer  to  whom 
tho  legacy  is  given?    The  treasurer  of  the  Woree^er  society  gives 
parol  evidence  to  shew  that  he  answers  the  description,  just  as  if 
a  legacy  was  given  ''  to  the  son  of  A,  B."  a  claimant  would  give 
parol  evidence  to  shew  that  he  was  the  son  of  A.  B.    Had  there 
been  no  other  society  with  any  such  object,  it  would  have  been 
idle  to  suggest  any  doubt  as  to  the  treasurer  of  the  Woreesler 
society  being  the  person  intended ;  as  idle  as  to  say  that  a  bequest 
to  "  the  Dean  of  Westminster'*  was  not  goovl,  because  he  ought  to 
have  been  described  as  the  Dean  of  the  Collegiate  Church  of  St. 
Peter,  at  Westmijister.    Such  a  slight  inaccuracy  of  description 
would  have  no  effect.    Here,  however,  we  have  a  second  society, 
which,  if  it  had  existed  alone,  might,  I  will  assume,  have  answered 
the  description  with  sufiScient  certainty.    Parol  evidence,  then,  is 
admissible  to  shew  which  of  the  two  was  meant.    Evidence  has 
always  been  admitted  to  shew  which  of  two  societies  the  testator 
knew,  and  to  which  of  them  he  subscribed.    Such  evidence  is 
admissible  to  remove  an  ambiguity,  if  there  has  been  sufficient 
ground  laid  to  raise  an  ambiguity,  and  I  am  assuming  against  the 
Appellants  that  the  Coventry  society  has  raised  an  ambiguity.    The 
fund  must,  in  my  opinion,  be  paid  to  the  treasurer  of  the  Worcester 
society. 

(1)  13  Beav.  87.  (2)  3  Hare,  191. 

,     (3)  1  Drew.  642. 


Kn.ynrr'8 
Tanns. 
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L.  JJ.      Sir  G.  Mellish,  LJ.  : — 

iJU  I  ana  of  the  same  opinion.    The  language  of  the  bequest  shews 


Tn  r€       that  the  testatrix  had  some  particular  society  in  her  mind,  and  the 

Kiltbrt'b 

TB138T8.  question  is  what  society?  There  is  no  difference  between  the 
course  to  be  adopted  here  and  in  any  other  case  of  finding  who 
answers  the  description  given  in  a  will  of  a  legatee.  If  there 
were  no  society  answering  the  description  sufficiently  to  enable 
it  to  claim  the  legacy,  it  may  be  that  the  Court  would  carry  the 
gift  into  effect  as  a  gift  for  the  relief  of  the  widows  and  orphans  of 
the  clergy  of  the  diocese.  Here,  however,  I  think  it  dear  that  the 
Appellants  come  near  enough  to  the  description  to  be  entitled  to 
the  legacy  if  there  were  no  other  society  to  compete  with  them. 
There  is  a  description  of  the  society  by  its  old  name ;  its  name 
has  been  changed,  but  its  object  is  precisely  the  same  as  at  first, 
and  the  old  name  is  not  wholly  inapplicable  to  it  Then,  assuming 
another  society  to  come  near  enough  to  the  description  to  have 
ground  for  claim,  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  remove  the  am- 
biguity, and  the  evidence  adduced  is  decisive. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Merediths^  Roberts,  dk  MUh  ;  Messrs.  Duncan 
&  Murton. 


L.  J.  J,  In  re  OGILVIE. 

J^       ^  Judgment  Creditor— 27  &  28  Vict.  c.  112,  «.  4 — Railway  Company — Separate 
Dee.  16, 18,  Undertakings — Superfluous  Lands, 

An  existing  railway  company  was  authorissed  to  make  an  extension  lino,  by 
an  Act  which  enacted  that  the  capital  might  be  raised  by  an  issue  of  new 
shares,  to  be  called  extension  shares,  and  that  the  works  authorized  by  it 
should,  '*  for  financial  purposes,  form  a  separate  undertaking,**  and  that  the 
capital  and  new  shares  created  under  its  powers  should  constitute  a  separate 
capital ;  and  that  the  profits  of  the  extension  line  applicable  to  dividend 
should  be  wholly  applied  in  payment  of  dividend  on  the  extension  shares ; 
and  that  the  extension  shareholders  should  not  be  entitled  to  dividends  out  of 
any  other  profits  of  the  company,  and  that  the  company  might  raise  by  mort- 
gage, any  additional  sums  not  exceeding  £28,000;  but  not  till  all  the  exten- 
sion capital  had  been  subscribed  for  and  half  of  it  paid  up ;  and  that  the 
money  raised  by  new  shares  or  mortgage,  should  be  applied  only  for  the 
purposes  of  the  extension  Act.  A  contractor,  to  whom  the  company  was 
indebted  in  respect  of  the  construction  of  the  original  line,  obtained  judgment 
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against  the  company,  extended  certain  surplus  lands  acquired  under  the  L.  J  J. 

powers  of  the  extension  Act,  and  then  applied  to  the  Court  for  a  sale : —  « g^. 

Hdd  (affirming  the  decision  of  Wtckens^  V.C),  that  the  creditor  was  w^vw 

entitled  to  an  order  for  sale ;  for  that,  whatever  might  be  the  rights  of  •'»  ** 

the  different  classes  of  shareholders  "tnter  ae,  the  lands  were  lands  of  the  ^"'^^'^ 
company,  liable  to  be  sold  for  payment  of  any  judgment  debts  of  the 
company. 

1  HIS  was  an  appeal  by  the  Tendrinff  Ev/ndred  Railway  Cam" 
pany  from  an  order  of  Vice-Chaacellor  Wiekens  made  on  tlio 
application  of  a  judgment  creditor. 

The  company  were  incorporated  by  the  Tendrinff  Hundred  Bail- 
way  Act,  1859  (22  &  23  Vict.  c.  cxix.),  for  making  a  railway  from 
Jlyfhe,  near  Colchester^  to  Wivenhoe,  in  Essex ;  and  by  the  Tendring 
Hundred  Railway  Act,  1862,  25  &  26  Vict  c.  xxxiv.,  they  were 
authorized  to  extend  the  railway  to  Colchester.  Ogilvie  was  em- 
ployed  by  the  company  to  construct  the  lines  authorized  by  these 
Acts,  and  on  the  1st  of  AprU,  1863,  the  company  gave  him  an 
acknowledgment  under  their  corporate  seal  that  they  were  in- 
debted to  him  in  the  sum  of  £2000,  which  was  to  bear  interest  at 
£5  per  cent,  per  annum,  payable  as  therein  mentioned.  On  the 
7th  of  February,  1868,  they  gave  him  an  acknowledgment  under 
their  corporate  seal  that  they  were  indebted  to  him  in  the  sum  of 
£2820  for  work  done  and  materials  supplied  by  him  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  undertaking  authorized  by  the  two  above-mentioned 
Acts,  or  one  of  them^  which  sum  was  to  bear  interest  at  £5  per 
cent  payable  as  therein  mentioned. 

In  1869  Ogilvie  commenced  an  action  against  the  company,  in 
which  he  recovered  judgment  against  them  for  £5734  Os.  8d,  the 
amount  due  to  him  for  work  and  materials,  and  on  the  12th 
of  July,  1870,  lodged  a  writ  of  elegit  with  the  SherijBF  of  Essex,  On 
the  13th  of  August  an  inquisition  was  held  before  the  sheriff,  and 
it  was  found  that  the  company  had  no  goods  or  chattels  in  the 
company,  but  were  seised  in  fee  of  certain  specified  lands,  being 
surplus  lands.  These  lands  were  delivered  by  the  sheriff  to  the 
judgment  creditor,  who  presented  his  Petition  under  27  &  28  Vict 
c.  112,  s.  4,  for  a  sale  of  the  lands. 

The  company  resisted  the  application,  and  set  up  the  defenco 
that  the  lands  were  surplus  lands  taken  under  an  extension  autho- 
rized by  the  Tendring  Hundred  Railway  Eosiemion  Act,  1863^ 
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L.  J.  J.  26  &  27  Vict.  c.  exliii. ;  which  extension,  they  contended,  formed 
1871  a  separate  undertaking  not  subject  to  the  liabilities  of  the  com- 
^J^       pany  in  respect  of  the  undertaking  authorized  by  the  two  earlier 

Oqilvib.     Acts.    By  this  later  Act  the  company  was  empowered  to  make 
two  railways  from  points  in  their  existing  line  to  Weeley  and 
Walton,  in  Essex,  and  to  raise,  for  the  purposes  of  the  Act,  any  sum 
not  exceeding  in  the  whole  £85,000,  by  the  creation  and  issue  of 
8500  £10  shares,  to  be  called  extension  shares.   The  shai-es  were  to 
confer  the  like  qualifications  and  rights  of  voting  as  original  shares, 
and  the  holders  were  to  be  distinguished  as  extension  shareholders. 
Sect.  40 :  **  The  railways  and  works  by  this  Act  authorized  to  be 
constructed  shall,  for  financial  purposes,  form  a  separate  under- 
taking,  and  the  capital  and  new  shares  created  under  the  powers 
of  this  Act  shall  constitute  a  separate  capital."     Sect.  41 :  ^  The 
profits  from  time  to  time  applicable  to  dividend  of  the  railways  by 
this  Act  authorized  shall  be  wholly  applied  in  payment  of  interest 
or  dividend  on  the  extension  shares ;  and  the  holders  of  those 
shares  shall  not,  in  respect  thereof,  be  entitled  to  interest  or  divi- 
dend out  of  any  other  profits  of  the  company."    Sect.  42:  "All 
new  shares  created  under  the  powers  of  this  Act  shall  be  design 
nated  by  a  distinctive  title  in  the  books  of  the  company,  and  on 
the  certificates  issued  for  the  same ;  and  the  company  shall  keep 
separate  accounts  of  all  receipts  and  payments  from,  for,  or  on 
account  of  the  railways  by  this  Act  authorized."    Three  directors 
were  to  be  elected  by  the  original  shareholders,  two  by  the  ex- 
tension shareholders,  and  two  by  the  Cfreai  Eastern  Railway  Cam" 
pany  when  they  had  subscribed  to  a  given  amount    Sect.  49  gave 
the  company  a  power  to  raise  on  mortgage  any  additional  sums 
not  exceeding  £28,000 ;  but  no  such  sum  was  to  be  borrowed  till 
all  the  extension  capital  had  been  subscribed  for,  and  one  half  of 
it  paid  up.     And  sect.  50  enacted,  that  all  and  every  part  of  tlie 
money  which  the  company  were  by  that  Act  authorized  to  raise  by 
new  shares  or  by  mortgage  should  be  applied  only  to  the  purposes 
authorized  by  the  Act. 

The  solicitor  for  the  company  deposed  that  he  accidentally  found 
out  that  the  inquisition  was  being  held,  and  appeared  at  it ;  but 
that  the  undernsherifiT  held  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  attend  or 
be  heard. 


Ogilvib. 
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On  the  10th  of  November,  1871,  Vice-Chancellor  WieJcens  made      L.  J.  J. 
an  order  directing  inqniries— first,  what  was  due  to  OgUvie  on  his        ig7l 
judgment ;  secondly,  what  lands  and  property  had  been  extended       i%  re 
under  the  degU,  and  what  were  the  nature  and  particulars  of  the 
interest  of  the  company  in  them,  and  of  their  title  thereto,  and 
whether  any  and  which  of  such  lands  were  superfluous  lands  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidaiion  Act ;  fourthly,  an 
inquiry  as  to  incumbrances  on  the  lands. 

From  this  order  the  company  appealed* 

Hr.  Qreene^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  MiUar^  for  the  company,  referred  to 
the  provisions  of  the  last-mentioned  Act»  and  c(mtended  that  the 
undertakings  were  distinct,  and  that  the  company  were  in  the 
position  of  trustees  of  their  surplus  lands  for  the  extension  share- 
holders, and  that  such  lands  could  not  be  taken  for  the  purpose  of 
paying  debts  contracted  exclusively  for  the  purposes  of  the  original 
undertakiog. 

[They  referred  to  Chreai  Northern  Railway  Company  v.  8o\dh 
Yorkshire  Railway  Company  (1) ;  Ames  v.  Trustees  of  the  BirJcen' 
head  Docks  (2) ;  Gardner  v.  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Railway 
Company  (3) ;  Bowen  v.  Brecon  Railway  Company  (4) ;  In  re  PoU 
teries,  ShrewAury,  and  North  Wales  Railway  Company  (5).] 

Mr.  Dickinson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  P.  Beale,  for  OgUvie^  were  not 
called  upon. 

Sib  W.  M.  James,  LJ.  :— 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Yice-Clmncellor  could  not  have  done 
otherwise  than  make  this  order.  It  appears  to  me  that,  under 
27  &  28  Yict  c.  112,  s.  4,  a  judgment  creditor  is  entitled  to  ask, 
ex  debito  justiiias,  for  a  sale  of  the  debtor's  land.  Of  course  only 
the  debtor's  interest  in  the  land  can  be  sold ;  and  if  any  third 
party  has  an  equitable  claim  upon  the  land  he  is  not  bound  by  the 
order,  but  can  take  steps  to  enforce  his  right  in  the  regular  way. 
If  there  were  any  collusion  between  a  railway  company  and  a  judg- 

(1)  9  Ex.  642.  (3)  Law  Rep.  2  Ch.  385. 

(2)  20  Beay.  332.  (4)  Ibid.  3  Eq.  641. 

(5)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  67. 

VouVIL  Q  1 
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L.  J.  J,  ment  creditor  to  give  the  creditor  a  remedy  affecting  the  interests 
1871  of  parties  whom  the  company  had  no  right  to  affect,  the  Court 
^7«        would  interfere  to  prevent  effect  being  given  to  such  a  scheme. 

Q^"'^'*  But  a  company,  like  any  other  debtor,  is  bound  to  pay  its  debts, 
and  cannot  escape  from  this  obligation  by  saying  that  its  property, 
which  the  creditor  seeks  to  attach,  ought^  as  between  different 
classes  of  shareholders,  to  be  applied  in  a  particular  way.  It  may 
be  that,  as  between  the  extension  shareholders  and  the  original 
shareholders,  the  lands  now  in  question  are  the  property  of  the 
former,  and  that  they  have  rights  against  the  latter,  if  such  pro- 
perty is  applied  in  payment  of  this  debt ;  but  the  fact  that,  for  the 
financial  purposes  of  the  company,  the  extension  line  is  treated  as 
a  separate  undertaking,  does  not  make  these  lands  cease  to  be 
property  of  the  company,  liable  to  be  taken  by  any  bond  fide 
judgment  creditor  of  theirs.  The  appeal  must  be  dismissed  with 
costs. 

Solicitors ;  Messrs.  J.  B.  Batten  ;  Messrs.  JP.  dt  T.  Smith  &  Sons. 


Dec,  7. 


L.  JJ.  Ex  parte  HONEY.    In  re  JEFFERY. 

1871 


Bankruptcy — Double  Proof — Several  Contracts — Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  s,  37. 

A  joint  and  several  promissory  note  was  signed  hj  two  members  of  a  firm, 
by  the  firm,  and  by  several  other  persons.  The  firm  having  become  bank- 
rupt, the  holder  of  the  note  carried  in  proofs  against  the  joint  estate  of  the 
firm,  and  against  the  separate  estates  of  the  two  partners  who  had  signed 
the  note : — 

Edd  (affirming  the  decision  of  the  Registrar),  that  the  holder  was  entitled 
to  prove  against,  and  receive  dividends  from,  both  the  joint  estate  of  the  firm 
and  the  separate  estates  of  the  two  partners  who  had  signed  the  note. 

xHIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  Mr.  Registrar  Pq^s, 
sitting  for  the  Chief  Judge,  admitting  a  proof. 

James  Beddecliffe  Jefferyy  F.  J.  Jeffery,  J.  Barnard,  W,  H.  Watts, 
and  W.  Heard,  were  carrying  on  business  in  co-partnership,  under 
the  firm  of  " /.  d  W.  Jeffery  d  Co''  In  1869  it  was  arranged  that 
William  Samud  Jeffery  should  join  the  firm,  and  borrow  £10,000, 
which  he  was  to  bring  in  as  his  share  of  the  capital.    Accordingly 


VOL.  vn.] 


CHANCEEY  APPEALS. 


179 


W.  S.  Jeffery  obtained  the  £10,000  from  Joseph  Eaneoch,  in  con- 
sideration of  which,  on  the  1st  of  Jane,  1869,  the  following  pro- 
missory note  of  that  date  was  given : — 

**  One  day  after  demand  in  writing  we  jointly  and  severally,  or 
any  two,  three,  or  more  of  ns,  promise  to  pay  Mr.  Joseph  Eomcock 
or  order  the  sum  of  £12,150,  with  interest  for  the  same  from  the 
day  of  the  date  hereof,  at  £5  per  cent,  per  annum,  value  received. 

"  Jos.  jB.  Jeffery. 

"  Wm.  S.  Jeffery. 

«  /.  *  W.  Jeffery  <&  Co. 

«  8.  P.  Harris. 

"  A.  C.  Stewart. 

"S.H.Day:* 

Harris,  Stewart,  and  Day  were  not  members  of  the  firm.  By 
arrangement  with  Hancock  the  sum  was  made  repayable  by  in- 
stalments. The  £10,000  was  brought  by  W.  S.  Jeffery  into  the 
business,  and  some  of  the  instalments  were  repaid  by  the  firm, 
leaving  £9894  168.  9(2.  due.  The  payments  were  debited  to  the 
account  of  W.  S.  Jeffery  in  the  books  of  the  firm. 

The  firm  having  been  adjudged  bankrupt,  Hancock's  executors 
carried  in  proofs  against  the  joint  estate  of  the  firm,  and  against 
the  separate  estates  of  /.  jB.  Jeffery  and  W.  S.  Jeffery,  and  on  the 
2nd  of  August,  1871,  on  motion  by  the  executors,  Mr.  Begistrar 
Pepys  made  an  order  declaring  that  they  were  entitled  so  to  prove, 
and  ordering  the  trustees  to  admit  the  proofs  accordingly,  and  pay 
dividends  thereon  out  of  the  joint  estate  and  the  respective  separate 
estates. 

The  trustees  appealed* 

Mr.  LitUe,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Winslow,  for  the  Appellants : — 

This  is  the  first  case  under  sect.  37  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869, 
which  has  been  substituted  for  sect  152  of  the  Bankrwptoy  Act, 
1861  (1),  a  section  which  was  introduced  into  that  Act  in  consequence 

the  [time]  dait  qf  tJie  order  of  adjudica-* 
tioD,  [be]  liable  [upon  any  bill  of  ex- 
change or  promissory  note]  in  respect 
of  distinct  contracts  as  member  of  two 
or  more  distinct  firms  [carrying  on  se- 
parate and  distinct  trades,  and  having 
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(1)  The  Act  of  1869,  s.  37,  was 
altered  from  the  Act  of  1861,  s.  152, 
by  omitting  the  words  in  brackets  and 
inserting  those  in  italics,  in  the  follow- 
ing form : — 

If  any  [debtor  shall]  bankrupt  U,  at 
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of  the  decision  in  Gcidsmii  v.  Cazenove  (1).  The  earlier  section 
was  confined  to  joint  and  several  bUls  of  exchange  and  promissory 
notes,  the  later  extends  to  all  joint  and  several  contracts ;  but  still 
they  must  be  by  members  of  a  firm,  the  enactment  does  not  apply 
to  the  common  case  of  co-debtors.  The  earlier  section  declared  that 
there  should  be  a  right  to  receive  dividends;  those  vrords  are 
omitted  in  the  later,  and  we  contend  that  this  was  designedly  done 
in  order  to  restore  the  law  as  it  stood  before  1861,  and  that  the 
creditor,  before  receiviug  dividends,  must  elect  whether  he  will 
receive  them  from  the  joint  estate  or  from  the  separate  estates,  and 
cannot  have  them  from  both.  Apart  from  bankruptcy,  what  would 
the  right  of  the  creditor  be  ?  Not  to  sue  all  jointly  and  each  sepa- 
rately ;  he  must  choose  which  he  will  do,  and  the  rule  in  bank- 
ruptcy was  the  same :  Ex  parte  BouHandson  (2).  So,  if  an  obligee 
in  a  joint  and  several  bond  makes  one  of  the  obligors  his  executor 
the  bond  is  discharged :  Cheetham  v.  Ward  (3).  There  may  be  a 
right  to  prove  without  a  right  to  receive  dividends :  Ex  parte 
Beniley  (4).  Section  32  requires  that  the  debts  shall  be  paid  pari 
passu,  and,  according  to  tlie  decision  under  appeal,  that  is  not 
done :  sect.  39  and  Bankruptcy  Kules,  1870,  rule  76,  support  our 
contention.  The  187th  section  of  the  Act  of  1849  contains  words 
which  appeared  to  give  a  right  to  receive  dividends  from  both 
joint  and  separate  estates,  yet  the  Courts  have  held  that  under  that 
Act  there  was  no  such  right.  The  construction  which  the  Registrar 
has  adopted  makes  the  law  very  unfair  to  the  separate  creditors  of 
the  partners,  and  will  encourage  the  practice  of  taking  joint  and 
several  notes  for  partnership  debts. 


Mr.  De  Oex,  Q.C.,  and  Hon.  A.  H.  Thesiffer,  for  EancoeVs  exe- 
cutors, were  not  called  upon. 


distinct  estates  to  be  wound  up  in 
bankruptcy],  or  as  a  sole  [trader]  eon^ 
tractor,  and  also  [the]  a$  member  of  a 
firm,  the  circumstance  that  such  firms 
are  in  [the]  whole  or  in  part  composed 
of  the  same  individuals,  or  that  the 
sole  contractor  is  also  one  of  the  joint 
contractors^  shall  not  prevent  proof  [and 


receipt  of  dividend]  in  respect  of  such 
[distinct]  contracts  against  the  [estates] 
properties  respectively  liable  upon  such 
contracts.** 

(1)  7  H.  L.  C.  785. 

(2)  3  P.  Wms,  405. 

(3)  1  B.  &  P.  630. 

(4)  2  Cox,  218. 


hire 
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SiB  W.  M.  James,  LJ.  : —  «  K  JJ. 

I  am  of  opinion  in  this  case  that  the  decision  of  the  R^^istrar        ^^^ 
oaght  to  be  affirmed.   The  question  depends  upon  the  constrnction     Ex  parte 
of  sect.  37  of  the  Bankruptcy  Ad,  1869,  which  seems  to  me  to  be        ^^"* 
reasonably  clear.    The  words  are,  **  If  any  bankrupt  is,  at  the  date 
of  the  order  of  adjudication,  liable  in  respect  of  distinct  contracts, 
as  member  of  two  or  more  distinct  firms,  or  as  a  sole  contractor, 
and  also  as  member  of  a  firm,  the  circumstance  that  such  firms  are 
in  whole  or  in  part  composed  of  the  same  indiyiduals,  or  that  the 
sole  contractor  is  also  one  of  the  joint  contractors,  shall  not  prevent 
proof  in  respect  of  such  contracts  against  the  properties  respec- 
tively liable  upon  such  contracts." 

The  circumstances  of  the  case  before  us  are  these :  A  gentle- 
man of  the  name  of  Jeffery  borrowed  a  large  sum  of  money,  in 
respect  of  which  he  was,  beyond  all  question,  ^  a  sole  contractor," 
within  the  meaning  of  the  section  I  have  mentioned.  The  person 
who  lent  the  money  required  better  security,  and  the  firm  of  which 
the  borrower  was  a  member  joined  as  sureties  for  him  in  a  pro- 
missory note.  Therefore  there  was  a  contract  by  the  firm,  and  thus 
there  were  distinct  contracts.  There  was  the  "joint  contract "  of 
the  firm ;  the  firm  having  joined  in  the  security  in  the  character 
of  a  firm  in  such  a  way  that  the  members  of  the  firm  were  not 
liable  severally ;  but  the  firm  was  liable  jointly.  Then  a  certain 
member  of  the  firm  other  than  the  original  borrower,  and  certain 
strangers,  have,  in  a  distinct  and  several  character  as  distinct  in- 
dividuals, put  their  names  to  a  document  by  which  each  says,  ''  I 
bind  myself  severally  to  pay  this  sum,"  and  the  consequence  is 
<*  a  distinct  and  several  **  contract  binding  upon  him ;  and  it  is  not 
the  leas  a  several  contract  because  it  and  other  similar  contracts 
are  put  together  into  one  instrument  bearing  one  stamp.  It  is 
said  that  to  uphold  the  decision  of  the  Registrar  in  this  case  will  be 
doing  great  practical  mischief;  but  if  people  are  allowed  by  law  to 
take  a  joint  and  several  security,  it  seems  unreasonable  that  those 
who  have  given  such  a  security  should  not  be  bound  by  it,  accord- 
ing to  its  terms.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  effect  of  our  reversing 
the  B^istrar's  decision  would  simply  be  to  necessitate  the  use  of 
a  little  more  paper  and  a  little  more  ink  for  the  purpose  of  doing 
the  same  thing ;  for  if  the  partners  had  given  distinct  promissory 
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notes  to  the  lender  the  case  would  have  been  clearly  within  the 
terms  of  the  37th  section.  It  is  urged  that  the  section  does  not 
say  that  the  creditor  is  to  have  a  dividend  from  each  estate ;  but 
the  whole  Act  is  framed  on  the  plan  of  simply  declaring  the  right 
of  proof  in  each  case,  and  then,  by  a  single  clause,  it  says,  once 
for  all,  that  a  proof  carries  with  it  a  right  to  a  dividend.  It  would 
therefore  have  been  objectionable  to  insert  in  the  37th  section  any 
declaration  that  dividends  were  to  be  paid  on  the  proofs,  as  the 
doing  so  would  have  thrown  doubt  upon  all  the  other  sections  from 
which  such  a  declaration  is  omitted.  It  appears  to  me,  therefore, 
that  no  argument  can  be  based  upon  the  omission  of  the  words  **  and 
receipt  of  dividends."  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  decision  of  the 
Begistrar  was  right 

Sir  G.  Mellish,  L  J. : — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Before  the  passing  of  the  Act  of 
1861,  although  a  proof  could  be  made  against  both  the  joint  and 
separate  estates  where  the  bankrupts  had  executed  a  joint  and 
several  guarantee  or  bond,  or  entered  into  a  joint  and  several  con- 
tract, yet  the  creditor  could  not  receive  a  dividend  from  both 
estates,  and  he  had  to  elect  from  which  he  would  receive  the  divi- 
dend. That  was  for  the  first  time  altered  by  a  provision  in  the 
Act  of  1861,  which  provision,  however,  was  confined  to  bills  of 
exchange  and  promissory  notes.  [His  Lordship  read  the  152nd 
section  of  the  Act  of  1861.] 

The  insertion  of  the  words  '^  or  as  sole  trader "  made  me  feel 
some  doubt  on  reading  that  section,  whether  it  applied  to  every 
case  of  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  by  a  member  of  the  firm  on  the 
firm,  or  of  a  joint  and  several  promissory  note,  accepted  by  the 
members  of  a  firm,  or  whether  it  only  applied  to  a  case  where 
each  separate  person  carried  on  a  distinct  trade ;  but  it  may  be 
observed  that  before  the  end  of  the  section  the  same  class  of  per- 
sons who  were  previously  called  *'  sole  traders "  are  called  **  sole 
contractors;"  and  probably  nothing  more  was  meant  by  '^sole 
trader  "  than  "  sole  contractor."  But,  however  this  may  be,  I  think 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  enactment  was  intended  to  include 
a  joint  and  several  promissory  note,  and  not  to  be  confined  to 
cases  where  the  parties  had  executed  separate  instruments.    No^ 
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we  come  to  the  Act  of  1869^  and  I  think  that  the  plain  intention 
of  the  Legislature  was  to  carry  the  principle  of  the  152nd  section 
of  the  Act  of  1861  still  further, 

[His  Lordship  read  the  37th  section  of  the  Act  of  1869.] 
The  words  **  as  a  sole  trader  "  do  not  here  occur.  The  section 
speaks  of  a  person  liable  as  a  '*  sole  contractor,  and  also  as  a  mem- 
ber of  a  firm."  It  is  true  it  speaks  of  the  joint  liability  as  being 
the  liability  of  "  the  firm ;"  the  reason  of  which,  I  apprehend,  is, 
that  unless  there  is  a  firm  there  can  be  no  joint  estate.  I  should 
apprehend  that  the  word  "  firm  "  would  apply  to  every  case  where 
there  was  a  joint  estate.  If  persons  who  did  not  carry  on  business 
in  partnership  at  all,  either  generally  or  in  respect  of  a  particular 
business,  made  a  joint  and  several  note,  although  they  would  be 
jointly  and  severally  liable,  there  would  be  nothing  but  their  sepa- 
rate estates  to  administer ;  there  would  be  no  joint  estate.  The 
words  relating  to  a  firm  are  not,  as  it  appears  to  me,  to  prevent  the 
words  **  sole  contractor  "  and  "  joint  contractor,"  according  to  the 
plain  and  ordinary  meaning  of  words,  from  being  applied  to 
every  joint  and  several  promissory  note.  A  joint  and  several  pro- 
missory note  being  entered  into,  there  are  ''joint  contractors"  and 
*'  sole  contractors."  It  may  be,  no  doubt,  that  as  the  joint  and 
aeveral  contracts  are  comprised  in  one  instrument,  the  creditor,  if 
he  sues  the  contractor  jointly  and  gets  a  judgment,  cannot  after- 
wards sue  any  one  of  the  same  individuals  in  his  separate  capacity. 
The  reason  of  this  is,  that  such  a  second  action  is  wholly  unneces- 
sary, because  the  creditor,  under  his  joint  judgment,  may  get 
executions  against  both  the  joint  estate  of  all  the  persons  against 
whom  he  has  got  judgment,  and  also  against  the  goods  of  each  of 
the  persons  separately.  It  appears  to  me  that  a  joint  and  seveiul 
promissory  note,  though  it  is  one  instrument,  contains  both  a  joint 
contract  and  distinct  separate  contracts  by  the  several  makers.  It 
seems  to  me,  therefore,  to  be  within  the  plain  meaning  of  the 
words  of  this  section ;  and  the  only  conclusion  I  can  draw  is,  that 
it  was  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  that  wherever  there  was  a 
joint  and  separate  contract,  and  joint  and  separate  estat-es  being 
administered  in  bankruptcy,  the  creditor  should  be  entitled  to 
prove  against  both  the  joint  and  separate  estates. 
It  was  urged,  however,  that  the  section  only  says  that  the 
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creditor  is  to  be  entitled  to  prove,  but  does  not  say  that  he  is  to 
be  entitled  to  receive  a  dividend ;  and  it  is  urged  that  he  is  not 
entitled  to  receive  it  because  the  words  expressly  pointing  at  the 
receipt  of  dividends,  which  occurred  in  the  former  statute,  have 
been  omitted  from  the  present ;  but  if  we  examine  the  frame  of 
the  Act  this  argument  will  be  found  to  have  no  weight.  The 
Legislature,  by  a  number  of  sections,  deals  with  proofs,  and  lays 
down  what  proofs  may  be  made.  Thus,  in  the  31st  section,  after 
making  an  exception  which  I  need  not  notice,  it  is  provided  that 
all  debts  and  liabilities  to  which  the  bankrupt  is  subject  at  the  date 
of  the  adjudication,  or  may  become  subject  during  the  continuance 
of  the  bankruptcy,  by  reason  of  any  obligation  incurred  before  the 
date  of  the  order  of  adjudication,  shall  be  proveable.  Then  it  states, 
in  the  32nd  section,  that  certain  debts  therein  mentioned  shall  be 
paid  in  priority  to  other  debts.  Then  the  33rd  section  deals  with 
the  case  of  apprentices  of  the  bankrupt,  and  the  34th  with  the 
claims  of  landlords,  making  a  distress  available  only  for  one  year's 
rent,  and  providing  that  the  landlord  may  prove  for  the  surplus. 
Then  the  35th  section  provides  for  proof  of  a  proportionate  part  of 
a  payment  becoming  due  at  stated  periods,  and  sect  40  relates  to 
proof  by  a  creditor  holding  security.  Then  after  having  gone 
through  the  classes  of  demands  for  which  a  person  may  prove, 
without  saying  anything  as  to  receipt  of  dividends,  the  Legislature 
says,  in  sect.  41,  that  the  trustee  is  to  pay  dividends  among  all 
the  persons  **  who  have  proved.*'  I  therefore  cannot  doubt  that  the 
previous  sections  meant  not  merely  to  say  that  a  person  may  go 
through  the  form  of  proof  as  to  such  demands,  but  may  prove  them 
for  the  purpose  of  receiving  dividend. 


Solicitors :  Messrs.  Phelps  dk  8%dg%oich  ;  Messrs.  lAnUater  dt  Co. 
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Bankrupict^ — Uncertificated  Bankrupt — After-acquired  Property — Payment  hy         }^Ji 

Bankrupt — Following  Money,  2?cc.  14, 

Money  received  by  an  undischarged  bankrupt  and  paid  away  for  value  can* 
not  be  followed  by  the  trustee,  though  the  person  to  whom  the  money  waa 
paid  had  notice  of  the  bankruptcy. 

A  bankrupt,  who  had  not  obtained  his  order  of  discharge,  took  a  furnished 
house  at  £5  per  week  from  a  person  who  had  notice  of  the  bankruptcy,  on 
the  terms  of  paying  six  months'  rent  in  advance  if  required.  Having  obtained 
a  sum  of  £200  as  compensation  for  being  turned  out  of  an  appointment  which 
he  had  taken  since  the  bankruptcy,  he  paid  to  the  landlord  out  of  this  sum 
£130  aa  the  six  months*  rent,  the  landlord  having  required  payment  :^ 

Eeld  (affirming  the  decision  of  BacoUj  C.J.,  who  had  reversed  the  decision 
of  the  County  Court  of  Lancashire),  that  though  the  trustee  in  bankruptcy 
could  have  intercepted  the  £200  and  required  it  to  be  paid  to  him,  he  could 
not  follow  any  part  of  it  into  the  hands  of  the  landlord. 


T 


HIS  was  an  appeal  by  the  trustee  from  a  decision  of  the  Chief 
Judge  reversing  an  order  of  the  County  Court  of  Lancashire, 
directing  Mr.  SotUham  to  pay  to  the  trustee  the  sum  of  £13U  received 
by  him  from  the  bankrupt  for  rent 

Vanlohe  was  adjudicated  bankrupt  on  the  14th  of  September, 
1870,  and  the  Appellant  was  appointed  trustee  on  the  6th  of 
October,  On  or  about  the  27th  of  November  Vanlohe  entered  into 
the  employment  of  a  Mr.  Busden  at  a  salary.  About  the  beginning 
of  January,  1871,  Mr.  Busden  determined  to  dismiss  Vanlohe,  and 
on  the  13th  of  January  it  was  agreed  between  them  that  Vanlohe 
should  leave  on  receiving  £200  as  compensation.  Mr.  Busden 
accordingly  on  the  same  day  paid  him  the  £200,  and  out  of  this 
sum  Vanlohe  paid  the  £130  on  the  30th  of  January,  as  after-men* 
tioned. 

Some  time  before  Christmas,  1870,  Vardohe  called  on  SotUham. 
informed  him  of  his  engagement  with  Busden,  and  asked  him  to 
purchase,  at  the  sale  under  the  bankruptcy,  some  of  his  {Vanlohe^ s) 
furniture  in  the  house  where  Vanlohe  was  then  residing,  and  to 
become  tenant  of  the  house  and  let  it  to  Vanlohe  as  a  furnished 
house.  Mr.  Southam  accordingly  purchased  some  of  the  furniture, 
and,  on  the  recommendation  of  Vanlohe,  was  accepted  as  tenant  of 
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1871       house,  at  £5  per  week,  under  an  agreement  that  six  months'  rent 

Ex  parte     should  be  paid  in  advance,  if  required.  About  the  30th  of  January 

DawauttST.    ^^  Southam  heard  that  Vanbhe  had  lost  his  situation  with  Mr. 

Yaklohe.  Busden,  and  required  him  to  pay  the  six  months  in  advance.  The 
bankrupt  accordingly  paid  him  the  £130  in  question,  not  having 
yet  obtained  his  order  of  discharge.  Mr.  Boviham  deposed  that  he 
had  no  notice,  when  he  received  the  money,  tliat  the  bankruptcy 
was  not  closed,  or  that  YaTdohe  had  not  got  his  order  of  discharge, 
and  that  he  did  not  inquire  where  he  got  the  money  from,  but  sup- 
posed that  he  got  it  from  Mr.  Bvsden. 

On  the  2nd  of  February,  the  bankrupt  having  been  examined 
about  this  money,  and  having  admitted  the  receipt  of  £175  from 
Mr,  Rusden  as  indemnification  for  breach  of  contract,  an  order  was 
made  upon  him  to  pay  it  to  the  trustee  within  a  month.  He  did 
not  pay  it,  and  an  application  was  made  for  his  committal ;  but 
the  Court  made  no  order,  being  satisfied  that  he  had  no  means  of 
paying.  On  the  9th  of  May  notice  was  served  on  Mr.  Southam 
of  an  application  to  make  him  repay  the  £130 ;  and  on  the  30th  of 
June  an  order  was  made  accordingly  by  the  County  Court  Judge. 
The  Chief  Judge  reversed  this  order,  and  ordered  Mr.  SofUham's 
costs  before  the  County  Court  to  be  paid  by  the  trustee.  From 
this  order  the  trustee  now  appealed. 

Mr.  De  Oex^  Q.C.,  for  the  appellant: — 

Under  sects.  15  and  17  of  the  Act  of  1869  the  money  received 
from  Rusden  vested  in  the  trustee:  1  Will.  4,  c.  56;  Plant  v. 
CotteriU  (1) ;  Cartwright  v.  GZover  (2) ;  the  law  being  on  a  different 
footing  from  that  on  which  it  stood  before  that  Act :  Copeland  v. 
Stephens  (3).  SotUham,  therefore,  could  not  lawfully  receive  the 
money. 

[The  Lord  Justice  Mellish  : — ^Have  you  any  case  at  common 
law  where  an  uncertificated  bankrupt  having  received  money — a 
legacy,  for  instance — and  paid  it  away,  the  assignees  have  main- 
tained an  action  for  money  had  and  received  against  the  person  to 
whom  he  has  paid  it?] 

(1)  5  H.  &  N.  430.  (2)  2  Giff.  620.  (3)  1  B.  &  A.  698. 
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Certainly  if  a  bankrupt  received  a  legacy  and  paid  it  into  his       L.  JJ. 
bankers,  the  assignees  could  claim  it.  i»7i 

[The  Lord  Justice  Mbllkh  : — ^I  have  no  doubt  that  whenever   J^  ^'*' 

*-  ^      ^  Dewhubst. 

the  bankrupt  could  claim  it,  the  assignees  can  stand  in  his  place        Jm  re 
and  claim  it.    But  another  question  arises,  when  the  bankrupt  has     Van£ohr 
parted  with  it  under  such  circumstances  that  he  cannot  claim  it 
back.] 

The  claim  of  the  trustee  is  supported  by  Mliot  v.  Clayton  (1) 
and  Bedeham  v.  Drake  (2). 
.  [He  also  referred  to  Troughton  v.  GiUey  (3).] 

Mr.  Baffletf,  contra^  was  not  called  upon. 

Sir  W.  M.  James,  L.  J. : — 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  order  of  the  Chief  Judge  is  quite  right. 
Dealings  with  uncertificated  bankrapts  have  been  going  on  for 
centimes,  and  this  is  the  first  attempt  to  follow  into  the  hands  of 
the  person  receiving  it  money  which  has  been  paid  away  for  value 
by  an  uncertificated  bankrupt.  The  bankrupt,  in  the  present  case, 
has  taken  a  house  and  paid  rent  for  it  out  of  money  which,  no 
donbt,  the  trustee  had  a  right  to  intercept,  and  which,  if  he  had 
given  the  proper  notice,  he  probably  could  have  intercepted.  But 
be  allowed  the  bankrupt  to  receive  it,  who  paid  his  rent  out  of  it, 
and  now  the  trustee  seeks  to  reclaim  the  rent  from  the  landlord. 
Wbere  are  claims  of  this  nature  to  stop,  if  this  were  to  be  allowed  ? 
On  the  same  principle,  if  the  bankrupt  had  paid  hit  butcher  and 
baker  out  of  the  money,  the  amonnt  of  what  they  had  received 
might  have  been  recalled  from  them.  The  appeal  must  be  dis- 
missed with  costs. 

Sir  G.  Hellish,  L.J. : — 
I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Solicitors:  Messrs.  Pritchard  db  Englejidd;   Messrs.  ITome  & 
Hunter. 

(1)  16  Q.  B.  581.  (2)  2  H.  L.  C.  579.  (3)  Amb.  630. 
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L.  J  J.  Ex  parte  MEYER.    In  re  STEPHANT. 

1871 

^^         Act  of  Bankruptcy — **  Absenting  himsdf* — Intent  to  Defeat  or  Delay  Creditors'^ 

Dee.  14, 16.  Bankruptcy  Act^  1869,  «.  6,  sub^,  3 — Failure  to  keep  Appointment  with 

Creditor. 

A  debtor  promised  to  call  at  an  appointed  time  on  a  creditor  and  pay  the 
debt.  Having  failed  to  procure  tbe  money  he  did  not  call ;  but  he  was  to 
be  found  at  his  own  place  of  business  : — 

Eeld  (affirming  the  decision  of  the  Registrar),  that  the  failure  to  keep  the 
appointment  did  not  constitute  an  absenting  himself  with  intent  to  defeat  or 
delay  the  creditor,  and  that  no  act  of  bankruptcy  had  been  committed. 

X  HIS  was  an  appeal  by  the  petitioning  creditors  from  an  order  of 
Mr.  Commissioner  Pepys,  sitting  as  Chief  Judge,  annulling  an 
adjudication  against  Stephany,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no 
act  of  bankruptcy. 

On  the  6th  of  November  Meyer,  one  of  the  petitioning  creditors, 
called  on  Stephany  at  his  place  of  business  to  ask  for  payment  of  a 
bill  of  exchange  for  £18,  which  had  been  returned  to  him  dis- 
honoured. Stephany  told  him  that  he  would  try  to  get  the  money 
and  bring  it  him  in  the  afternoon.  Stephany^  who  had  hopes  of 
being  able  to  raise  the  money,  did  not  get  it,  and  did  not  call  on 
Meyer.  In  the  afternoon  of  the  same  day  a  clerk  of  Meyer' e  called 
on  Stephany  at  his  place  of  business  to  ask  for  payment.  Stephany 
told  him  he  had  not  got  the  money,  but  would  call  on  Meyer  the 
following  morning  (the  7th)  between  eleven  and  twelve.  He 
could  not  get  the  money,  and  did  not  call  on  Meyer  on  the  7th ; 
but  in  the  afternoon  of  that  day  the  same  clerk  again  called  and 
saw  Stephany  at  his  place  of  business.  Stephany  told  him  that  he 
was  not  then  able  to  pay,  but  would  call  on  him  at  twelve  o'clock 
next  day  with  the  amount  of  the  bill.  He  did  not  succeed  in 
obtaining  tbe  money,  and  did  not  call.  There  were  similar  failures 
to  call  and  pay  the  debts  of  the  two  other  petitioning  creditors. 

On  the  28th  of  October /85^q)Aany  had  been  served  with  a  twelve- 
day  writ  on  a  bill  of  exchange  at  the  suit  of  his  father-in-law.  On 
the  9th  of  November,  judgment  having  been  obtained  for  £450 
and  costs,  the  father-in-law  levied  execution  on  Stephany's  goods, 
and  they  were  advertised  to  be  sold  on  the  15th, 
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On  the  14th  of  November  Meyer  and  two  other  creditors  pre-       L.  JJ. 
sented  their  petition  for  adjudication,  on  the  ground  that  the        1871 
debtor  had  absented  himself  with  intent  to  defeat  or  delay  his     Ex  parte 
creditors.    This  petition  was  ordered  to  be  heard  after  the  leaving      Mkteb. 
a  sealed  copy  at  the  debtor's  usual  or  last-known  place  of  abode.    Stephakt« 
It  was  heard  on  the  16th,  when  Mr.  Begistrar  Pq^s  made  an  order. 
The  debtor  applied  for  a  rehearing,  and  on  the  1st  of  December 
Mr.  Pepya  annulled  the  adjudication  and  ordered  the  petitioning 
creditors  to  pay  the  costs. 

Mr.  De  Qex^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Firday  Knight,  for  the  Appellants : — 

There  was  a  good  act  of  bankruptcy  under  the  Bankruptcy  Act, 
1869,  s.  6,  sub-s.  3,  the  language  of  which  is  the  same  as  that  of 
the  enactment  on  the  same  subject  in  the  earlier  statutes :  BiMseU 
V.  Bea  (1) ;  In  re  O^Neitt  (2) ;  Ourteis  v.  Willee  (3) ;  Tucker  v. 
Jones  (4) ;  OiUingham  ▼.  Laing  (5) ;  Widger  v.  Browning  (6) ; 
HaUen  v.  Homer  (7)  ;  Ex  parte  Barney  (8).  In  re  O'Neill  is  pre- 
cisely in  point,  and  Tucker  v.  Jones  is  nearly  the  same. 

Mr.  Kay^  Q-C,  and  Mr.  Bagley,  contra : — 

If  anything  was  done  here  to  delay  creditors,  it  was  the  making 
the  appointment,  not  the  breaking  it. 

[The  Lord  Justice  Mellish  : — That  remark  seems  to  apply  to 
breaking  an  appointment  at  the  debtor's  own  house,  which  is 
confessedly  an  act  of  bankruptcy.] 

There  is  a  broad  distinction  between  the  two  cases,  for  if  a  debtor 
breaks  an  appointment  at  his  own  house,  the  creditors  cannot  tell 
where  to  find  him ;  but  breaking  an  appointment  at  a  creditor's 
house  cannot  delay  the  creditor  if  the  bankrupt  is  at  home,  and 
can  be  seen  by  the  creditor  at  any  moment.  Here  the  debtor  was 
never  out  of  the  way ;  the  creditors  could  see  him  whenever  they 
wished.  The  failing  to  keep  an  appointment  cannot,  at  most,  be 
more  than  prima  facie  evidence  of  an  intent  to  delay  creditors ;  it 
may  be  explained ;  and  here  it  is  explained  by  the  fact  that  the 

(1)  10  M.  &  W.  340.  (5)  6  Taunt.  632. 

(2)  9  Ir.  Ch.  279.  (6)  9  D.  &  R.  306. 
{Z)  I  Car.  &  P.  2il.  (7)  1  C.  &  F.  108. 

(4)  2  Hing.  2.  (»)  32  L.  J.  (Bkcy.)  41. 
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debtor  made  the  appointments  in  the  hand  fide  belief  that  he 
should  get  the  money,  and  stayed  away  because  he  failed  to  get  it* 
In  fact,  the  promise  was  not  so  much  a  promise  to  see  the  creditor 
as  a  promise  to  pay  him^  and  the  failing  to  keep  that  is  not  an  act 
of  bankruptcy.  The  cases  do  not  intend  to  lay  down  a  hard  and 
fast  line ;  it  is  a  question  for  a  jury  whether  there  was  an  intention 
to  delay  creditors :  Ez  parte  Lavender  (1)  ;  Leee  v.  Marion  (2). 

Mr.  Robertson  Oriffiths,  for  the  execution  creditor. 

Mr.  De  Oex^  in  reply. 


Sir  W.  M.  Jambs,  L. J. : — 

In  this  case  the  act  of  bankruptcy  alleged  is,  that  the  debtor 
absented  himself  with  intent  to  defeat  or  delay  bis  creditors.  The 
Registrar  was  of  opinion  that  he  had  not  done  so.  We  are  asked 
to  reverse  that  decision,  and  to  hold  that  the  debtor  did  commit 
the  offence  of  which  the  Eegistrar  has  acquitted  him.  We  have 
been  referred  to  a  long  roll  of  cases,  which  are  useful  as  regards 
the  question  of  law,  and  they  all  result  in  this,  that  a  man's 
intentionally  keeping  away  from  any  place  where  he  would,  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  things,  be,  is  absenting  himself.  But  a 
debtor's  absenting  himself  is  no  act  of  bankruptcy  unless  it  be 
with  intent  to  defeat  or  delay  his  creditors;  and  whether  that 
intention  exists,  is  a  question  of  fact,  as  much  as  in  any  criminal 
case  where  the  intent  is  necessary  to  constitute  the  crime.  This 
question  of  fact  is  to  be  tried  like  any  other  question  of  fact.  We 
have  here  to  say,  whether  the  absence  of  this  debtor  from  the 
places  where  he  appointed  to  meet  his  creditors  was  with  an  intent 
to  defeat  or  delay  his  creditors.  I  not  only  am  not  satisfied  that 
it  was,  but  I  am  satisfied  that  it  was  not.  The  debtor  made  a 
promise  to  pay,  but  the  breach  of  that  was  no  act  of  bankruptcy. 
It  is  true  he  also  said  he  would  come  to  the  creditor's  place  of 
business,  but  it  is  not  alleged  that  the  creditor  wanted  to  see  him ; 
the  debtor  was  to  call  and  bring  the  money,  and  the  promise  sub- 
stantially was,  not  that  the  debtor  should  be  therci  but  that  the 
money  should  be  thera    The  rule  of  law  is^  that  a  man  is  taken 

(1)  4  Dea.  &  Cb.  484.  (2)  1  Moo.  &  Bob.  210. 
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to  intend  what  is  the  necessary  or  natural  consequence  of  his  acta.  K  JJ. 

Now  if  there  was  anything  mote  likely  than  another  to  accelerate  1S7I 

a  crediUv's  moyements  it  was  his  debtor's  not  coming  to  pay  a  rx  parte 

debt  when  he  had  promised  to  do  so.    The  debtor  was  to  be  found  ^'""" 

at  his  place  of  business;  there  was  no  diflBcnlty  in  seeing  him  or  SnraAsr. 

in  taking  any  proceedings  against  him ;  and  it  was  impomble  for  . 
the  debtor  to  imagine  that  he  was  gaining  a  minute's  time  by 
failing  to  keep  the  appointment.    I  am  of  opinion  that  the  appeal 
ought  to  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Sib  6*  Meliish,  LJ.  : — 
I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Solicitors :  Mr.  K  A.  Moindem  ;  Mr.  /.  8.  Salaman.  « 
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L.  JJ.  CHATFIELD  v.  BERCHTOLDT. 

i^  [1852     C.    81a.] 

Jan,  13,  22 ;   Legacy  Duty — Estate  pur  autre  vie — Bent-charge  for  Lives  issuing  out  of  Lands 
feb^S.  ^^  England-^Foreign  DomieH—Se  Geo.  3,  c  52, «.  20— Fi««  Act  (1  Vict. 

c.  26),  a,  6, 

A  testator  gave  a  rent^harge,  to  issue  out  of  lands  in  EngUind^  to  A,  for 
life,  and  directed  that  after  her  death  it  should  be  continued,  and  equally  divided 
between  B,^  (7.,  and  2>.,  during  their  lives  and  the  life  of  the  longest  liver. 
B,  died  domiciled  abroad,  leaving  an  English  will,  by  which  she  disposed  of 
her  personal  estate.  On  the  death  of  ul,  who  was  survived  by  O.  and  JD.,  the 
Crown  claimed  from  B^e  executors  legacy  duty  in  respect  of  B^e  third  share 
of  the  rent-charge : — 

Held  (reversing  the  decision  of  Bacon,  V.C.),  that  snch  duty  was  payable, 
•  for  that  the  interest  in  the  rent-charge  which  passed  to  B,^8  executors  was, 
by  the  WtUs  Act^  "  an  estate  pur  autre  vte,  applicable  by  law  in  the  same 
manner  as  personal  estate,'*  and  therefore  fell  within  36  Geo.  3,  c  52,  s.  20, 
and  that  it  was  not  exempt  from  duty  by  reason  of  B.^s  foreign  domidl, 
inasmuch  as,  although  it  was  by  law  applicable  in  the  same  manner  as 
personal  estate,  it  was  not  by  any  of  the  statutes  made  personal  estate,  but 
was  realty  not  following  the  person* 

X  HIS  was  a  Petition  by  way  of  appeal  from  a  decision  of  Yice- 
Chancellor  Bacon. 

The  late  Marquis  of  Hertford,  by  a  codicil  made  in  exercise  of 
a  power  given  him  by  a  settlement  to  charge  settled  estates  in 
Enffland  and  Ireland  with  rent-charges  to  an  amount  not  exceed- 
ing £700,  limited  a  rent-charge  of  £700  to  the  use  ot  Louisa  Dillon 
Straehan,  wife  of  Sir  B.  Strachan,  to  be  issuing  out  of  all  the 
lands  which  he  had  power  to  charge,  and  he  appointed  to  her  for 
securing  the  annuity  such  powers  of  distress  as  landlords  have  for 
rent,  and  after  her  death  he  directed  the  rent-charge  to  be  "  con- 
tinued and  equally  divided  during  their  lives  and  the  life  of  the 
longest  liver  to  Matilda  Straehan,  Charlotte  Straehan,  and  Louisa 
Straehan,  the  three  daughters  of  the  said  Sir  B.  Straehan,  in 
manner  that  when  all  three  shall  have  died  the  hereditaments 
shall  be  discharged  for  ever  of  the  same,  but  to  continue  payable 
with  the  powers  cmd  distresses  mentioned  above  to  these  said 
children,  my  wards,  after  their  mother's  death,  during  their  lives 
and  the  life  of  the  survivor  of  them." 

The  testator  died  on  the  1st  of  March,  1842. 


VOL.  Vn.]  CHANOEBT  APPEATia  198 

Charloiie  Slrachan^  afterwards  Countess  de  Zichy  Ferraris^  died       L.  JJ. 
in  1851y  domiciled  in  Hungary,  and  leaving  an  English  will,  and        1872 
also  an  Hungarian  will,  the  executors  under  which  were  not  the    Ghatfibld 
same  persons.    By  her  English  will  she  bequeathed  her  personal  bbbohtqlw 
estate  upon  trusts  for  her  sisters,  the  Countess  BercJUoldt  (Matilda       — 
Straehan)y  and  the  Princess  de  8t.  Antimo  Buffo  {Louisa  Straehan), 
and  their  respective  children.    This  will  was  duly  proved  by  Choi" 
Jidd,  one  of  the  executors. 

In  1852  this  suit  was  instituted  by  the  English  executors  for 
the  administration  of  the  estate  of  the  Countess  de  Zichy  Ferraris. 
In  1867  Louisa  Dillon  Strachan  died.  By  an  order  of  the  15th  of 
June,  1870,  made  by  the  Lord  Justice  (then  Vice-chancellor) 
JameSy  it  was  declared  that,  according  to  the  true  construction 
of  the  codicil,  the  three  sisters,  upon  the  death  of  their  mother, 
became  entitled  to  the  rent-charge  in  equal  shares  as  tenants  in 
common,  and  that  the  one-third  share  of  the  Countess  de  Zichy 
Ferraris  therein  was  vested  in  the  Plaintiffii,  as  her  legal  personal 
representatives,  upon  the  trusts  of  her  English  wilL 

The  Commissioners  of  Inland  Bevenue  having  claimed  legacy 
•duty  under  the  will  of  the  Countess  upon  her  third  of  the  rent- 
charge,  a  Petition  was  presented  by  the  Plaintiffs,  as  her  legal 
personal  representatives,  to  obtain  the  decision  of  the  Court  as  to 
whether  such  duty  was  payable,  and  Yice^Cbancellor  Bacon  de- 
<;ided  that  it  was  not.  The  case  is  reported  (1),  where  the  facts 
will  be  found  in  greater  detaiL 

The  Solicitor-General  (Sir  G.  Jessd),  and  Mr.  W.  W.  Kardalce, 
for  the  Crown : — • 

We  say,  first,  that  the  words  of  the  statutes  are  strong  enough 
to  make  duty  attach  even  if  this  is  personalty,  but^  secondly,  that 
it  is  not  personalty,  but  an  interest  in  land  on  which  probate 
<luty  is  not  payable,  and  which,  by  the  law  of  nations,  is  regarded 
as  "  immoveable  "  property ;  thirdly,  that  by  the  law  of  this  country 
it  is  immoveable  property  which  does  not  follow  the  person.  The 
title  of  the  executor  depends  on  the  WiUs  Act,  1  Vict,  c  26,  s.  6. 
This  statute  repeals  the  earlier  enactments.  If  this  is  not  an 
estate  pur  autre  vie  within  the  meaning  of  that  section,  the  execu- 

(1) .  L^w  Bep.  12  Eq.  464. 
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L.  JJ.      tors  have  no  title.    In  Bearparh  v.  Hutchinson  (I)  it  was  held  that 

1872        rents  were  within  29  Car.  2,  c.  8,  s.  12,  and  the  same  must  be 

CHATrau)   t^®  c^se  under  the  recent  Act.      The  interest,  then,  is  within 

B     '^^  LDT  ^^  ^®^*  ^'  ^'  ^^*  ®'  ^^'  being  "applicable  by  law  as  personal 

estate,"  and  the  words  of  45  Geo.  3,  c.  28,  s.  4,  are  also  suflScient 

to  include  it.  If  not,  it  is  within  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  76,  s.  4,  this  latter 
Act  having  an  extensive  'operation :  Attamey-Oeneral  v.  Marquis 
of  Hertford  (2).  It  has  been  argued  on  the  authority  of  Utty 
Dale's  Case  (3),  and  Boss  v.  Aldwich  (4),  that  this  is  not  an  estate 
pwr  autre  vie^  because  an  estate  for  a  man's  own  life  is  con- 
sidered a  greater  estate  than  an  estate  for  another  man's ;  but 
those  cases  shew  that  a  man,  to  whom  an  estate  is  given  for 
his  own  life  and  the  life  of  another  person,  and  the  survivor  of 
them,  has  an  estate  pv/r  autre  vie  which  he  can  dispose  of,  though 
he  is  said  technically  not  to  have  it  in  him.  This,  therefore, 
is  an  estate  pur  autre  vie,  which  is  made  applicable  as  person- 
alty, but  is  not  made  personalty,  by  the  Wills  Actj  and  being 
immoveable  property  it  does  not  follow  the  person,  so  that  Thomp- 
son V.  Advocate-Oeneral  (5)  does  not  apply,  and  there  is  nothing 
to  take  it  out  of  the  words  of  the  statutes  which,  if  domicil  were 
out  of  the  question,  would,  as  is  admitted,  impose  legacy  duty 
upon  it. 

[They  also  referred  to  the  arguments  for  the  Crown  in  the 
report  of  the  case  below.] 

Mr.  AmpMett,^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Owenf  for  the  executors  of  the 
Countess  de  Zichy  Ferraris. 

Mr.  Schombergiy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Macnaffhten,  for  the  Countess 
Berchioldt  and  her  son;  and  Mr.  Fry,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  James  T. 
Anderson,  for  the  Princess  St  Antimo  Buffo  and  her  daughter : — 

The  Solicitor-General  contends  that  this,  by  the  law  of  nations, 
is  real  estate,  but  we  say  that  the  quality  of  everything  situate  in 
England  must  be  determined  by  the  law  of  England. 

[The  Lord  Justice  James  : — When  this  case  was  before  me  as 
Vice-chancellor,  I  seem  to  have  decided  that  this  was  English 

(1)  7  Bing.  178.  (3)  Cro.  Eliz.  182. 

(2)  14  M.  &  W.  284 ;  3  Ex.  670.  (4)  Ibid.  49L 

(6)  12  01.  &  F.  1. 


YOL,  Vn.]  CHANOEBY  APPEATA  195 

realty,  for  I  held  it  to  be  Tested  in  the  English  executors  on  the       L.  JJ. 
trusts  of  the  English  will ;  there  being  also  an  Hungarian  will,        i872 
and  an  Hungarian  executor  who  was  not  before  the  Court.]  Ohatpield 

We  submit  that  by  English  law  it  is  personalty,  and  must  follow  ukbchtoldt* 
the  domicil,  for  the  statutes  make  it  personalty :  29  Car.  2,  c.  3 ;        — 
14  Geo,  3,  c.  20,  s.  9 ;  Bipley  v.  Walerworth  (1) ;  Thomson  v.  Advo- 
cate General  (2). 

[The  Lord  Justice  Mellish: — Does  the  rule  mdbHia  sequuniur 
personam  apply  to  a  chattel  real  ? 

The  Lord  Justice  James: — If  the  argument  of  the  Eespon- 
dents  is  right,  this  property  must  be  handed  over  to  the  Hunga- 
rian executor.] 

This  is  not  an  estate  jmr  autre  vie :  TJUy  Bale's  Case  (3)  ;  Boss  v. 
Aldimck  (4).  But  if  it  is,  it  is  made  personalty  by  the  statutes : 
Oldham  v.  Pickering  (5).  The  statute  says  it  shall  go  and  be 
distributed  as  personal  estate,  i.e.j  according  to  the  law  of  the 
domicil.  In  Thomson  y.  Advocate-Oeneral  the  distinction  taken 
throughout  is  betwe^  real  and  personal  estate,  not  between 
moveable  and  immoveable  property.  The  Appellants  first  say 
that  this  is  personalty  for  the  purpose  of  charging  it,  and  then  say 
that  it  is  realty  for  the  purpose  of  getting  rid  of  the  effect  of  the 
foreign  domicil.  Wallace  v.  Attomey-Oeneral  (6),  and  the  cases 
cited  in  Davidsons  Conveyancing  (7)  shew  the  effect  of  domicil. 
We  say  that  if  this  is  realty,  it  is  not  an  estate  pur  autre  vie,  and 
that  there  are  therefore  no  words  in  the  Acts  to  charge  it,  but  in 
fact  it  is  personalty  following  the  law  of  the  domicil,  and  not  liable 
to  duty. 

The  SolicUor-General,  in  reply. 


Feb.  13.    Sir  W.  M.  James,  L  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  as  follows : — 

The  facts  which  have  given  rise  to  the  question  in  this  case  are 

(1)  7  Ves.  426.  (4).  Cro.  Eliz.  491 ;  5  Rep.  13,  a. 

(2)  12  01.  &  P.  1.  (5)  2  Salk.  464. 

(3)  Cro.  Eliz.  182.  (6)  Law  Rep.  1  Ch.  1. 

(7)  VoL  iv.  p.  264. 
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L.  JJ.       fully  stated  in  the  report  of  the  hearing  before  the  Vice-Chan- 
1872        cellor  Bacofif  from  whose  decision  the  appeal  now  to  be  disposed  of 
CE^mj}   ^as  been  brought  before  us. 

Bkbcrto  ^°®  question  which  has  been  the  subject  of  mnch  argument 

— '  before  us  is  whether  the  rent-charge  or  annuity  given  to  the  Respon- 
dents is  an  estate  puratUre  vie  or  not.  The  Vice-Chancellor  held 
that  an  estate  pur  autre  vie  is  a  mere  technical  expression  which  is* 
not  to  be  translated  **  for  the  life  of  another/'  but  describes  a  thing 
known  to  the  law.  He  proceeds:  ''I  think,  according  to  the 
authorities  Mr.  Fry  referred  to,  this  particular  interest  is  not  an 
estate  jmr  auire  t;^  in  its  technical  meaning  and  signification. 
It  is  an  estate  which  is  to  endure,  no  doubt,  as  long  as  three  lives^ 
shall  live,  but  it  is  not  such  an  estate  as  is  described  in  the  Act 
as  an  estate  jour  autre  vie  J' 

We  are  unable  to  concur  in  this  view. 

It  is,  in  the  first  place,  difficult  to  reconcile  this  view  as  to  tho 
technical  meaning  of  the  word  with  the  observations  of  Lord 
CoJce  (1).  Littleton  having  said  that  "  by  camman  speech  he  which 
holdeth  for  term  of  his  own  life  is  called  tenant  for  term  of  his- 
life,  and  he  which  holdeth  for  term  of  another's  life  is  called 
tenant  for  teirm  of  another  man's  life  (tenant  pur  terme  d^ autre 
vie)"  Coke  observes :  " Our  author  divides  tenant  for  life  into- 
two  branches  ...  to  this  may  be  added  a  third,  viz.,  an  estate 
hoth  for  term  of  his  own  life  and  the  term  of  another  man's  life — 
as,  if  a  lease  may  be  made  to  A,y  to  have  to  him  for  the  term  of 
his  own  life  and  the  lives  of  B.  and  G, ;  for  the  lessee  in  this  case 
hath  but  one  freehold  which  hath  this  limitation  during  his  owi^ 
life  and  during  the  lives  of  two  others.  And  herein  is  a  diversity 
to  be  observed  between  several  estates  in  several  degrees,  and 
one  estate  with  several  limitations ;  for  in  the  first  an  estate  for 
a  man's  own  life  is  higher  than  for  another  man's  life,  but  in  the 
second  it  is  not."  In  fact,  the  technical  distinction  between  aa 
estate  for  a  man's  own  life  and  for  another  man's  life  is  confined 
to  the  first  case,  that  is,  the  case  of  estates  in  several  degrees,, 
and  is  the  foundation  of  some  nice  technical  learning  as  to  the 
efiect  of  feoffments,  releases,  and  surrenders  by  a  tenant  for  life- 
to  a  tenant  for  life  in  remainder.    For  all  other  purposes  an  estate- 

(1)  Co.  Litt.  41,  b. 


Bbbobtoldv. 
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given  to  A.  for  his  own  life  and  the  lives  of  others  (probably  the  L.  JJ. 
very  commonest  form  of  all)  was  exactly  the  same  as  an  estate  1872 
given  to  him  for  the  lives  of  others  only.  If  in  either  case  he  died  obatfuld 
before  the  expiration  of  the  term^  the  estate  continued,  and  was 
liable^  when  no  special  occupant  was  named,  to  the  singular 
common  law  incident  of  general  occupancy,  and  was  capable  of 
that  peculiar  limitation  known  as  special  occupancy.  And  when 
the  Statule  of  Frauds^  29  Car.  2,  c.  3,  was  passed,  making  estates 
fur  autre  vie  by  that  name  devisable,  and,  if  not  devised,  charge- 
able in  the  hand^  of  the  heir  when  he  is  special  occupant,  and 
giving  them,  in  case  of  no  special  occupant,  to  the  executors  or 
administrators  to  be  assets  in  their  hands,  it  would,  in  our  opinion, 
have  been  shocking  to  common  sense  if  a  contention  had  been 
raised  that  that  statute  did  not  in  and  by  the  term  "  estates  pur 
autre  vie  "  include  the  unexhausted  residue  of  an  estate  for  the 
deceased's  own  life  and  the  lives  of  others.  Nor  has  any  such 
contention  ever  been  made,  nor,  from  the  time  of  the  passing  of 
the  statute  of  Charles  to  the  present  day,  has  any  doubt  ever  arisen 
as  to  such  estates  being  devisable  or  being  assets  either  in  the 
heir's  hands  or  in  those  of  the  executors  or  administrators.  That 
this  is  an  estate  pur  autre  vie  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds^  that  it 
is  an  estate  pur  autre  vie  within  the  statute  14  Geo.  2,  c.  20,  s.  9, 
and  within  the  WiUe  Act,  1  Vict.  c.  26,  there  can,  we  conceive,  be 
no  manner  of  doubt.  And  when,  in  the  statute  of  the  36  Geo.  3, 
c.  52,  s.  20,  the  expression  **  estates  pur  autre  vie  applicable  by  law 
in  the  same  manner  as  personal  estate  "  is  used,  it  must  mean  the 
identical  things  which,  under  the  same  name  and  description,  had 
been  the  subject  of  the  previous  Acts,  making  them  applicable  as 
personal  estate. 

We  are,  therefore,  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  property  in  ques- 
tion is  an  estate  inir  autre  vie  within  36  Geo.  3,  c.  52,  s.  20.  But  then 
it  was  contended  that  by  force  of  the  several  Acts,  and  the  construc- 
tion put  on  the  statute  14  Geo.  2,  c.  20,  in  the  case  of  Bipley  v. 
Wateruforth  (1),  the  character  of  personal  property  had  been  so 
impressed  upon  this  interest  that  it  must  be  taken  to  be,  to  all 
intents  and  purposes,  personal  property,  which  would  be  attached  to 
the  person  and  domicil  of  the  deceased  owner,  and  that  the  domicil 

(1)  7  Vca.  425. 
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L.  JJ.       being  in  this  case  Hungarian,  it  must  be  treated  as  Hungarian 

1872       moveables ;  and  therefore,  according  to  the  decision  in  Thomson 

Chatmeld    v.  Advocaie-Oeneral  (1),    subject  to  the  implied   exception   in 

Bebcotoldt  ^^^  ^^^  fiscal  laws  in  favour  of  purely  personal  property  passing 

by  and  according  to  the  law  of  the  domicil,  and  not  according  to 

our  law. 

Beyond  all  question,  however,  this  property  is,  by  the  common 
law  of  Enfflandf  purely  real  estate,  as  much  real  estate  as  if, 
instead  of  being  a  rent-charge  issuing  out  of  land,  land  itself  to  the 
annual  value  of  the  rent-charge  had  been  given.  And  the  ques- 
tion is,  in  our  judgment,  as  to  this  rent-charge,  to  be  considered 
and  decided  in  exactly  the  same  manner  as  if  there  had  been  a 
limitation  of  Whiteacre  to  the  same  persons  in  the  same  terms. 

Then  what  is  there  in  the  Acts  to  change  the  nature  of  the 
property  ? 

In  the  hands  of  the  heir,  as  special  occupant,  it  would  have 
been  his  freehold,  giving  him  all  the  qualifications  of  a  freeholder ; 
even  in  the  hands  of  the  executor  or  administrator  it  could  only 
formerly  have  been  conveyed  by  the  assurances  requisite  for  the 
transfer  of  freehold  land ;  if  an  executor  or  administrator  had 
assented  to  the  devise  of  it,  the  devisee  would  have  taken  it  as  a 
freehold,  and  would  have  had  aU  the  qualifications  of  a  British  free- 
holder. The  statutory  provision  is  not  that  it  shall  be  personal 
estate,  but  that  in  certain  circumstances,  and  certain  circumstances 
only,  it  shall  be  applicable  as  personal  estate.  Simile  non  est 
idem.  It  lay  on  the  Respondent  to  shew  that  by  the  law  of 
England  estates  pur  autre  vie  in  land  had  been  converted  into 
pure  personalty  or  moveables ;  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  he  has 
not  discharged  this  burthen  by  shewing  that  by  some  statutory 
provisions  in  some  cases  they  are  to  be  applied  jn  the  same 
manner  as  personal  estate. 

We  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  case  does  not  fall  within 
the  principle  of  the  case  of  Thomson  v.  Advocate-Oeneral.  It 
is  to  be  dealt  with  as  English  real  estate  pur  autre  vie,  and  that 
leaves  the  following  question :  Is  it  an  estate  applicable  by  law  in 
the  same  manner  as  personal  estate  ?  Under  the  statute  of  29 
Car.  2,  c.  3,  as  recited,  construed,  and  enlarged  in  and  by  the 

0)  12  a  &  F.  1. 
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statute  14  Geo.  2,  c.  20,  the  estates  which  were  to  go^  be  applied,       L.  JJ. 
and  distribated  in  the  same  manner  as  the  personal  estate  of  the        1S72 
testator  or  intestate,  were  estates  pur  autre  vie,  of  which  there    Chatfibld 
shall  be  no  special  occupant,  and  of  which  no  devise  shall  have  ^^^.^^^^^j^ 
been  made.  

K  the  case  had  rested  there,  we  should  have  thought  that  the 
case  woald  have  been  an  ordinary  case  of  a  devise  of  real  estate 
to  tenants  in  common,  which  would  not  have  been  subject  to 
legacy  duty.  But  the  WUb  Act  is  express  that  in  all  cases 
where  there  is  no  special  occupant  of  any  estate  pur  autre  vie, 
it  shall  go  to  the  executor  or  the  administrator  of  the  party  that 
had  the  estate  thereof  by  virtue  of  the  grant.  Then  it  is  now 
*'an  estate  pur  autre  vie,  applicable  by  law  in  the  same  manner 
as  personal  estate ;"  and  it  is  enacted  that  such  an  estate  shall 
be  charged  with  the  duties  by  the  Act  imposed  as  personal 
estate.  It  is,  in  our  judgment,  immaterial  that  there  has,  since 
the  Act  imposing  the  duty,  been  a  change  of  the  law,  making  some 
things  applicable  as  personal  estate  which  were  not  so  before ;  the 
duty  is  imposed  on  things  constituting  by  law  a  distinct  category; 
whatever  by  the  law  for  the  time  beiug  is  included  in  the  category, 
is  subject  to  the  charge ;  whatever  by  the  law  for  the  time  being  is 
excluded  from  the  category,  is  exempt  from  the  charge.  We  are, 
therefore,  of  opinion  that,  being  an  estate  pwr  autre  vie  now 
applicable  by  law  as  personal  estate,  it  is  liable  to  legacy  duty  as 
personal  estate. 

We  do  not  think  it  a  case  for  costs. 

Solicitors:  The  Solicitor  to  the  Inland  Bevenue;  Messrs.  Davie$ 
&  Williams;  Messrs.  Capron,  Dalton,  &  Hitchins;  Messrs.  Farrer, 

OuVTffj  (t  Co. 
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Nov.  2,  3. 


L.  JJ.  In  re  OEIENTAL  COMMEECIAL  BANK. 

^^^  MORRIS'  CASE, 

Winding-up — Past  Shareholder— Class  B — Companies  Act,  1862,  «.  38. 

fftUd  (reveTsing  the  decision  of  Bacon,  V.C),  that,  in  estimating  the  dehts 
for  which  contribatories  in  Class  B  (past  members)  are  liable,  all  sums  paid 
in  respect  of  those  debts  in  the  course  of  the  winding-up  must  be  deducted ; 
and  in  estimating  what  sums  have  been  so  paid,  the  assets  (including  the 
calls  on  the  A  contributories)  are  to  be  treated  as  applied  in  payment  pari 
passu  of  all  the  debts : 

Eeld,  also,  that  the  contributions  of  6  contributories  are  to  be  applied  in 
payment  of  the  debts  to  which  the  B  contributories  are  respectively  liable. 

Statement  of  the  rules  according  to  which  the  amount  of  liability  of  each 
of  the  B  contributories  is  to  be  ascertained. 

IHIS  was  an  appeal  by  Morris,  a  contributory  of  the  Oriental 
Commercial  Bank,  in  the  B  Class,  from  a  decision  of  Yice-Chan^ 
cellor  Bacon. 

Morris  was  the  holder  of  fifty  shares  in  the  bank.  On  the  6th  of 
November,  1865,  he  duly  transferred  these  shares  to  Demetrio 
Pappa,  who  was  the  registered  holder  at  the  commencement  of  the 
winding-up  of  the  bank  in  July,  1866.  Pappa  was  settled  on  the 
A  list  of  contributories,  but  had  paid  no  calls,  had  become 
bankrupt,  and  his  estate  had  paid  no  dividend.  The  total  amount 
remaining  to  be  paid  up  on  these  shares  at  the  date  of  the  winding-up 
was  £800,  nothing  having  been  paid  on  them  since  the  transfer. 

At  the  date  of  Morris's  transfer  the  bank  was  indebted  to  a 
large  amount,  as  also  at  the  time  of  the  winding-up ;  but  by  the 
time  of  the  commencement  of  the  winding-up  the  old  liabilities 
existing  at  the  time  of  Morris's  transfer  had  all  been  wiped  out, 
with  the  exception  of  debts  amounting  in  the  whole  to  £642  5s,  9d. 
The  assets  of  the  bank,  including  the  moneys  actually  raised  by 
calls  on  the  contributories  in  Glass  A  (the  members  at  the  time 
of  winding-up),  were  sufficient  to  pay  15s.  in  the  pound  on  all  the 
debts  of  the  bank.  It  was  found  that  nothing  more  could  be 
obtained  from  the  A  contributories,  many  of  them  having  become 
bankrupt  or  insolvent,  and  a  list  was  therefore  made  out  of  B 
contributories,  being  the  former  holders  of  shares  who  had  trans- 
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ferred  them  within  a  year  before  the  winding-up.   The  total  amount       L.  JJ. 
remaim'ng  to  be  called  up  on  the  shares  in  respect  of  which  they        1871 
were  put  upon  the  list,  was  £64,492.  MosBiif 

A  summons  was  then  taken  out  by  the  official  liquidator  to  have       ^^ 
it  determined  on  what  footing  calls  were  to  be  made  on  the  B 
contributories.    The  summons  suggested  three  principles : — 

1.  That  each  contributory  in  Class  B  was  liable  (to  the  extent 
of  the  amount  remaining  unpaid  on  his  shares)  for  the  total  amount 
of  the  bank's  indebtedness  when  he  transferred  his  shares ; 

2.  Or  that  each  contributory  in  Glass  B  was  (to  the  extent  of  the 
amount  unpaid  on  his  shares)  liable  rateably  with  the  other  B 
contributories  for  his  proportion  of  the  debts  of  the  bank  which 
were  owing  when  he  transferred  his  shares,  and  which  remained 
owing  at  the  commencement  of  the  winding-up ; 

3.  Or  that  each  B  coutributory  was  (to  the  extent  of  the  amount 
unpaid  on  his  shcires)  liable  rateably  with  the  other  B  contribu- 
tories for  such  debts  of  the  bank  as  were  due  when  he  trans- 
ferred his  shares,  and  remained  due  at  the  commencement  of  the 
winding-up,  deducting  therefrom  the  dividends  paid  in  respect  of 
those  debts  under  the  winding-up* 

Vice-chancellor  Bacon  made  an  order  declaring  it  to  be  the 
opinion  of  the  Court ''  that  each  contributory  of  Class  B  is  liable 
to  contribute  to  the  assets  of  the  bank  (but  so  as  no  call  be 
made  in  excess  of  the  amount  now  unpaid  on  the  shares  held  by 
him)  rateably  with  the  other  B  contributories  to  the  extent  of 
the  debts  which  were  owing  by  the  bank  when  he  transferred  his 
shares,  and  which  remained  owing  at  the  commencement  of  the 
winding-up,  without  any  reduction  in  respect  of  the  dividends  upon 
such  debts  already  paid  by  the  liquidator  in  the  course  of  the 
winding-up  out  of  the  contributions  made  by  the  contributories  of 
Class  A  since  the  commencement  of  the  winding-up,  and  the  other 
assets  of  the  said  bank." 

Mr.  Frif,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Wesildke,  for  the  Appellant : — 

We  say,  first,  that  the  liability  of  B  contributories  is  confined 
to  so  much  of  the  debts  due  when  they  respectively  parted  with 
their  shares  as  remains  due  after  allowing  for  everything  paid  in 
respect  of  those  debts,  either  while  the  company  was  a  going 


Case. 
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L.  JJ.  concern  or  during  the  winding-np.  The  case  mainly  turns  on 
1871       sect  38  of  the  Companies  Ad.     BretPs  Case  (1)  in  substance 

HoBRis*  decides  the  point.  If  the  A  contributories  pav  these  debts  in  full, 
then,  according  to  Breifs  Case,  there  is  no  further  liability ;  but 
according  to  the  decision  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  in  the  present 
case,  if  a  shilling  in  the  pound  on  them  is  left  unpaid,  the  B 
contributories  are  liable  to  the  extent  unpaid  on  their  shares  to 
pay  the  whole  amount  of  those  debts.  This  cannot  be.  How  can 
the  B  contributories  be  called  upon  to  pay  the  whole  of  a  debt  when 
part  of  it  has  been  paid  by  the  parties  primarily  liable  ?  Secondly, 
we  contend  that  the  liability  of  each  B  contributory  must  be 
exhausted  before  one  who  parted  with  his  shares  before  him  is 
resorted  to.  Every  transferee  comes  into  the  concern  as  a  going 
concern,  taking  to  it  with  its  liabilities :  Baird*s  Case  (2).  He 
thereupon  becomes  liable,  along  with  the  other  then  shareholders, 
in  exoneration  of  all  those  who  have  parted  with  their  shares,  and 
this  liability  continues.  In  Brett's  Case  it  was  considered  that 
the  analogy  of  ordinary  partnerships  was  to  be  taken  into  account 
in  construing  the  statute ;  and  the  case  is  like  that  of  a  partnership 
agreeing  to  indemnify  an  outgoing  partner.  If,  then,  another 
partner  retires  with  a  similar  contract  for  indemnity  from  the 
continuing  partners,  he  still  is  liable  in  priority  to  the  one  who 
first  retired. 

[The  Lord  Justice  James  : — Suppose  a  debt  of  £10,000,  for 
£8000  of  which  A.  is  surety,  and  afterwards  B.  becomes  surety  for 
£6000  of  it.    Can  A.  require  P.  to  be  resorted  to  first  ?] 

The  case  is  not  one  of  principal  and  surety,  but  of  a  statutory 
liability :  Helbert  v.  Banner  (3)  ;  Hudson  s  Case  (4). 

[Andrews'  Case  (5),  Weston's  Case  (6),  and  In  re  Accidental  and 
Marine  Insurance  Corporation  (7),  were  also  referred  to  as  to  the 
position  of  B  contributories.] 

Mr.  Kaj/j  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Kekewichj  for  the  ofiScial  liquidator,  were 
desired  to  confine  themselves  to  the  first  point : — 
Whatever  the  decision  be,  the  B  creditors  will  not  be  paid  in 

(1)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  800.  (4)  Law  Rep.  12  Eq.  1. 

(2)  Ibid.  5  Ch.  725.  (5)  Ibid  4  Eq.  458  ;  3  Ch.  161. 

(3)  Ibid.  5  H.  L.  28.  (6)  Ibid.  6  Eq.  17. 

(7)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  428, 
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fall;    for  thoogliy  no  doubt,  the  B  contributorles  can  pay  the       L. JJ. 
amount  required,  it  will  go  to  the  general  assets.  1871 


Nov.  3.    Sib  W.  M.  Jahes,  L.J.  :— 

In  this  case  an  application  was  made  by  the  official  liquidator 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  opinion  of  the  Court  upon  the 
question  as  to  the  extent  and  application  of  the  funds  which  were 
to  be  contributed  by  the  shareholders  in  what  is  ordinarily  called, 
in  these  cases,  class  B — that  is,  those  persons  who  had  been  share- 
holders within  a  year  before  the  winding-up,  but  had  ceased  to  be 
shareholders  at  the  time  of  the  winding-up.  The  Vice-Chancellor 
was  of  opinion  that  they  were  liable  to  the  whole  extent  of  the 

(1)  Law  Rep.  6  Eq.  509.  (2)  Law  Bcp.  5  H.  L.  28. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  5  Gh.  428. 


[The  Lords  Josticeb  intimated  that  this  was  opposed  in  principle      MoR&n* 
to  Bretfs  GaseJ]  J^ 

In  Helherfs  Case  (1),  the  decision  in  which  was  affirmed  by  the 
House  of  Lords  (2),  the  Master  of  the  EoUs  held  the  contributions 
of  the  B  contributories  to  be  general  assets. 

[Their  Lordships  expressed  dissent  from  this  view.] 

Then  as  to  the  question  what  they  are  to  pay.  We  submit  that, 
when  B  contributories  have  once  become  liable  to  be  called  upon, 
ihey  must,  to  the  extent  of  their  liability,  contribute  rateably  with 
Glass  A  to  the  past  debts :  In  re  Accidental  and  Marine  Insurance 
Corporaiian  (3). 

[The  Lord  Justice  Mellish  : — ^We  do  not  think  that  that  de- 
cision can  stand  with  Brelfa  Case.'] 

Then  the  question  arises,  what  is  to  be  done  if  an  A  contributory 
cannot  pay  the  calls.  Is  the  former  holder  to  be  resorted  to,  or 
must  the  other  A  contributories  make  up  the  deficiency  ? 

[The  Lord  Justice  James  : — We  are  of  opinion  that  the  A 
contributories  are,  up  to  the  extent  of  their  liability,  primarily 
liable  for  everything.] 

Mr.  Eddie,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Higffins,  for  the  creditors'  representative* 
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L.  JJ.  debts  due  at  the  tiine  they  respectively  ceased  to  be  shareholders, 
1871  and  which  remained  due  at  the  commencement  of  the  winding-up, 
Horbib'  without  making  any  deduction  in  respect  of  the  dividend  which 
2^  had  been  paid  in  the  course  of  the  winding-up.  We  are  of  opinion 
that  that  view  is  not  an  accurate  view,  and  that,  in  truth,  it  is  di- 
rectly in  contravention  of  the  judgment  of  the  full  Court  in  Bretfs 
Case  (1),  in  which  it  was  held  that  the  liabilities  of  the  ex-share- 
holders, and  the  rights  of  the  creditors  who  were  creditors  at  the 
time  when  they  ceased  to  be  shareholders,  concerned  only  those 
two  classes ;  and  that  there  was  no  right  or  equity  whatever  either 
in  the  company,  the  existing  shareholders,  or  the  subsequent  cre- 
ditors to  interfere  in  any  arrangement  they  mght  make  between 
themselves  for  the  satisfaction  or  release  of  those  liabilities.  It 
appears  to  us  utterly  inconsistent  with  that  to  hold  that  there  is  to 
be  a  marshalling  of  the  assets  for  the  purpose  of  getting  some  more 
funds  into  the  coffers  of  the  liquidator  for  the  purpose  of  paying  a 
larger  dividend  to  those  creditors  who  have  already  received  certain 
dividends.  The  question  was  very  fully  considered  at  that  time  j 
and  it  appears  to  me  that  the  conclusion  then  arrived  at  was 
clearly  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Companies  Ad. 
The  company's  assets  are  to  go,  in  the  first  place,  in  payment  of 
their  debts.  The  company's  assets  include,  of  course,  all  the 
unpaid  capital  that  is  recoverable  from  the  existing  shareholders; 
imd,  according  to  the  133rd  section,  which  is  a  direction  given  in 
cases  of  voluntary  winding-up,  the  whole  assets  of  the  company, 
which,  of  course,  include  the  unpaid  capital,  are  to  be  applied  pari 
passu  in  payment  of  all  the  creditors ;  evidently  intending  that  the 
liquidator  was  not  to  pay  some  only  of  the  creditors  in  order  that 
others,  who  had  particular  claims  on  particular  shareholdenf,  might 
obtain  a  larger  amount  from  those  shareholders.  It  appears  to  me 
that  the  direction  of  the  yice-Chancellor,  that  the  dividends  re- 
ceived in  the  course  of  the  winding-up  are  not  to  be  taken  into 
consideration,  is  erroneous,  and  ought  to  be  struck  out  of  the 
order. 

Then  it  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  Appellant,  that  we 
were  to  apply  the  principle  further,  and  to  say  that  each  class  of 
ex-shareholders  was  to  be  exhausted  before  going  back  to  an 

(1)  Law  Vxep.  6  Ch.  800 
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earlier  dUiss  of  shareholders.    That  appears  to  me  not  to  be  con-       L«  JJ. 
straing  any  words  in  the  Act,  but  to  be  making  an  Act.    The       isn 
liability  of  the  ex-shareholders  is  a  liability  entirely  created  by      ^^^^ 
statute,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  Act  of  Parliament  which  gives       2f^ 
any  sach  right  or  equity  as  this ;  nor  do  I  see  how  it  can  arise.  No 
donbt  every  transferor  of  a  share  has  a  right  to  be  indemnified  by 
his  transferee,  bat  no  transferor  has  any  equity  against  the  holder 
of  other  shares ;  he  has  no  right  or  eqoity  in  respect  of  that.    The 
resnit  is,  that  each  ex-shareholder  is  liable  to  contribnte  in  respect 
of  those  debts  which  were  debts  at  the  time  when  he  ceased  to  be 
a  shareholder.     It  has  been  urged  that  there  is  a  difficulty  in 
working  this  out ;  but  the  Lord  Chancellor^  in  Bretf$  C<ue  (1),  said 
it  appeared  to  him  that  there  really'cpuld  be  no  difficulty  in  ascer- 
taining how  the  funds  were  to  be  applied  and  distributed ;  and  in 
this  I  fully  concur.     There  may  be  a  great  number  of  sums  in 
arithmetic  to  be  worked  out  for  the  purpose,  but  that  is  the  only 
difficulty ;  and  if  there  is  one  thing  in  which  an  official  liquidator 
is  especially  required  to  be  skilful,  it  is  the  making  all  arithmetical 
calculations  that  may  be  required. 

The  mode  in  which  the  principle  is  to  be  applied  may  be  simply 
thus  exemplified.  Let  us  take  the  simplest  possible  case,  that  of 
^.,  £.,  and  C,j  three  ex-shareholders,  and  suppose  that  the  debts 
due  when  A.  retired  cmd  remaining  unpaid,  to  which  he  is  liable  to 
contribute,  amount  to  £100 ;  that  the  debts  due  when  B.  retired, 
at  a  later  date,  and  remaining  unpaid,  to  which  debts  B,  is  liable  to 
contribute,  amount  to  £200, being  the  first  £100. with  £100  more; 
and  that  the  debts  due7when  C  retired,  and  remaining  unpaid, 
amount  to  £300,  being  the  same  £200  with  £100  more ;  (7.  then 
must  pay  the  whole  of  the  last  £100 ;  B.  and  C.  must  contribute 
to  make  up  the  next  £100 ;  and  A.^  B.,  and  C.  must  contribute  to 
make  up  the  first  £100.  Now,  assuming  that  C,  being  called  upon 
to  pay,  is  unable  to  pay  the  whole  amount  of  his  liability,  what  he 
actually  does  pay  must  be  apportioned  pro  rata  between  the  last 
£100  and  the  contributions  which  he  ought  to  have  paid  towards 
the  other  two  sums  of  £100  respectively.  B.  then,  to  the  extent 
of  his  liability,  must  pay  what  remains  of  the  second  £100,  and 
contribute  rateably  with  A.  to  what  remains  of  the  first  £100.    If 

(1)  Law  Rep.  6  CL  800. 


Case. 
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L.  JJ.  B.  fails  to  pay  all  that  he  ought,  then  A.^  to  the  extent  of  his 
1871  liability,  must  pay  the  whole  that  would  then  remain  of  the  first 
MoBRi8\  £100.  In  that  way  there  would  be  a  certain  degree  of  marshall- 
ing, that  is  to  say,  it  is  the  right  of  each  party  to  call  upon  the 
other  parties  jointly  liable  with  him  to  the  same  debt  to  contribute 
to  that  debt.  C.  is  under  a  liability  as  to  the  whole  of  the  £300, 
B.  as  to  the  £200,  and  A.  only  as  to  the  £100 ;  each  must  contri- 
bute rateably  with  those  liable  with  him  to  each  sum  in  respect  of 
which  they  are  jointly  liable.  There  seems  to  me  to  be  no  diffi- 
culty in  working  that  out,  except  the  difficulty  that  I  mentioned 
before,  of  making  a  great  number  of  sums,  and  ascertaining  the 
exact  number  of  debts,  and  the  exact  number  of  contributories 
liable  in  respect  of  each  debt 

I  think  the  order  of  the  Yice-Chancellor  should  be  varied  so  as 
to  reduce  the  amount  of  debts  in  respect  of  which  the  B  contri- 
butories are  liable  to  contribute  by  the  dividends  upon  such  debts 
already  paid  by  the  liquidator  in  respect  of  the  winding-up  out  of 
the  contributions  made  by  the  contributories  of  class  A  since  the 
commencement  of  the  winding-up,  and  the  other  assets  of  the 
bank;  and  there  should  be  a  declaration  that  the  funds  contributed 
by  the  B  contributories  are  to  be  applied  in  payment  of  the  debts  to 
which  the  B  contributories  are  respectively  liable. 

Sir  G.  Mellish,  L.  J. : — 
I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 


By  the  order,  as  finally  settled,  it  was  ordered  that  the  order  under 
appeal  should  be  varied,  and  as  varied  should  be  as  follows : — 

"  This  Court  being  of  opinion  that  each  contributory  of  Class  B  is  liable  to 
contribute  to  the  assets  of  the  company  (but  so  as  no  call  be  made  in  excess  of 
the  amount  now  unpaid  on  the  shares  held  by  him)  rateably  with  the  other  B 
contributories  to  the  extent  of  the  debts  which  were  owing  by  the  company 
when  he  transferred  his  shares,  and  which  remained  owing  at  the  commencement 
of  the  winding-up,  and  now  remaining  owing  after  the  application  of  the  contri- 
butions made  by  the  contributories  of  class  A  since  the  commencement  of  the 
winding-up,  and  of  the  other  assets  of  the  company.  And  their  Lordships  do 
declare  that  for  the  payment  of  each  debt  a  call  must  be  made  on  those  oontri- 
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ImtorieswhotmisreTred  their  shares  ailer  it  iras  oontncted;  and  that  the  soms 
ooDtriboted  hy  the  B  oontribatories  respcctirely  be  applied  exdusiTely  in  payment 
of  the  debts  which  were  iDcnired  before  the  dates  of  the  respective  transfersi  and 
remained  unpaid  at  the  commencement  of  the  winding-np." 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Aahunt,  Morris,  dtCo.;  Messrs.  Uptons  db 
Co. ;  Messrs.  Crodey  &  Bum. 


1871 
MoBBnf 


T 


In  re  CONTRACT  CORPORATION. 

GOOCH'S  CASE. 

Windinff^p-— Practice — Production  of  Documents — Affidavit — Official 

Liquidator, 

The  official  liquidator  of  a  company  is  in  the  pontion  of  a  receiyer  or 
manager  of  partnership  assets  appointed  by  the  Court.  Where  he  represents 
the  company  in  a  suit  against  strangers,  or  in  a  proceeding  in  the  winding-up 
against  an  alleged  contributoiy,  the  adverse  party  has  a  right  to  the  same  dis- 
covery from  him  as  from  an  ordinary  litigant.  But  where  the  question  is 
whether  a  past  shareholder  is  to  bo  plsced  on  list  B,  and,  if  so,  what  is  the 
extent  of  his  liability,  that  being  a  question  which  does  not  concern  the  com- 
pany, the  official  liquidator  is  only  bound  to  afford  equal  facilities  to  the 
shareholder  and  the  creditors,  but  not  to  make  discovery  at  the  instance  of 
either  party. 

The  decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  reversed. 

Ohservationa  on  In  re  Bamed*s  Banking  Comjpany,  Ex  parte  Contract 
Corporation  (1). 


TTTS  was  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
made  in  the  winding-up  of  the  Gmirad  Corporaiiony  Limited 
directing  the  official  liquidator  to  make  an  affidavit  as  to  the 
docaments  in  his  possession. 

In  January,  1865,  Mr.  Oooeh  transferred  his  shares  in  the  com- 
pany to  a  person  named  Adams.  In  August  following  Adams 
transferred  his  shares  to  Dove,  and  in  December,  1865,  Dove  trans- 
ferred them  to  Deal. 

On  the  22nd  of  March,  1866,  the  Petition  was  presented  under 
which  the  company  was  ordered  to  be  wound  up,  at  which  time 
BeaTs  name  was  on  the  register  as  holder  of  the  shares. 

Adams  and  Dove  were  both  in&nts»  but  Beat  was  of  full  age. 


VouVIL 


(1)  Law  Bepi  2  Gh.  350. 
U 


L.JJ. 
1871 


Dae.  22. 
1S72 


Jan.  12, 
Feb.  13. 
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L.  jj.      Under  these  circumstances  the  o£Scial  liquidator  sought  to  put 

1871-2      Gooch  on  the  list  of  contributories,  on  the  ground  that  his  transfer 

GoooH^ASB.  ^^  Adams  was  invalid,  and  that  he  still  remained  a  shareholder ; 

and  in  the  alternative  of  the  defect  in  the  transfer  being  held  to 

have  been  cured  by  the  subsequent  dealings  with  the  shares,  he 
sought  to  put  Oooch  on  the  B  list  of  past  members,  on  the  ground 
that  he  remained  a  member  till  December,  1865,  when  the  transfer 
to  Bedl  was  made. 

In  support  of  his  defence  to  this  alternative  claim,  GoocJh  called 
upon  the  official  liquidator  to  make  an  affidavit  as  to  all  documents 
in  his  possession  relating  to  the  questions  at  issue.  The  Master  of 
the  Bolls  made  the  order  asked  for,  considering  that  the  official 
liquidator  was  in  the  same  position  as  an  ordinary  Defendant ;  and 
from  this  decision  the  official  liquidator  appealed. 

Sir  B.  BaggaUayy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Chittyy  for  the  Appellant : — 

The  official  liquidator  is  not  a  litigant ;  he  is  merely  an  officer 
of  the  Court ;  and  the  documents  in  his  possession  are  in  posses- 
sion of  the  Court  in  the  same  way  as  if  they  were  deposited  with 
the  Clerk  of  Becords  and  Writs.  It  is  his  duty  to  give  every 
facility  both  to  contributories  and  creditors,  but  he  could  not  make 
such  an  affidavit  as  is  required  of  him  without  a  complete  exami- 
nation of  all  the  books  and  other  documents  of  the  company,  which 
would  enormously  increase  the  costs  and  delay  of  a  winding-up. 
This  would  be  especially  the  case  in  questions  relating  to  the  B 
list,  for  the  particulars  of  each  creditor's  debt  would  have  to  be 
gone  into.  The  practice  of  litigants  in  a  Chancery  suit  bears  no 
analogy  to  the  present  case ;  for  in  Chancery  there  are  pleadings 
which  raise  specific  issues.  But  here  every  defence  is  open,  and  the 
official  liquidator  could  not  know  to  what  particular  points  to  direct 
his  search.  The  contributories  are  in  the  position  of  partners ; 
they  are  entitled  to  free  access  to  the  partners'  books,  but  they 
must  search  them  themselves,  and  cannot  call  on  the  other  part- 
ners to  make  an  affidavit  of  their  contents. 

[They  referred  to  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  ss.  92,  94,  99, 154, 
156.    Gen.  Ord.  of  November,  1862,  rules  58,  68,  74.] 

Mr.  MorgarVy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  BagshawCf  for  Mr.  Choeh : — 

The  official  liquidator  is  not  merely  an  officer  of  the  Court ;  he 
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stands  in  the  place  of  the  directors ;  the  property  of  the  company  L.  J  J. 
is  under  his  control,  and  in  litigious  proceedings  he  is  in  a  position  1871-2 
^analogous  to  the  secretary  or  other  public  ofiScer  of  a  company  goooh's  Cass. 
who  is  made  a  party  for  purposes  of  discovery ;  In  re  BamecCs 
Bahhing  Company^  Exparte  Conirad  Oorparalian  (1).  In  the 
ordinary  practice  in  Chancery  the  duty  of  making  such  an  affi- 
davit, and  the  right  to  require  it»  are  extended  to  persons  not 
formally  parties,  such  as  the  officers  of  a  company :  Banger  v. 
<jhreat  Western  Railway  Company  (2) ;  Boehdale  Canal  Company  v. 
King  (3) ;  and  to  creditors :  In  re  W  Veagh  (4).  In  the  present 
-case  the  real  contest  is  respecting  OooeVs  liability  as  a  past  mem- 
ber, and  the  litigation  is  between  him  and  a  particular  class  of 
<;reditor8.  The  official  liquidator  represents  for  this  purpose  that 
particular  class;  they  do  not  appear  and  contest  the  question 
themselves :  Weelon^s  Case  (5).  The  inconvenience  alleged  is  no 
answer  to  the  application.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  official  liquidator 
to  be  well  acquainted  with  the  documents ;  and  all  we  want  to 
know  is,  which  of  the  debts  to  which  Oooeh  was  liable  have  been 
paid  off,  and  which  are  in  existence. 

[They  also  referred  to  the  11  &  12  Yict.  c  45,  s.  118 ;  the  Cotn- 
panies  Ad,  1862,  s.  94  ;  15  &  16  Vict  c.  86,  s.  18.] 

Mr.  Chitty,  in  reply. 


Feb.  13.    Sir  W.  M.  James,  L.J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of       i872 
the  Court  as  follows : — 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls 
directing  the  Appellant,  the  official  liquidator  of  the  company,  to 
make  an  affidavit  as  to  the  documents  in  his  possession. 

The  Bespondent  is  a  person  who  is  sought  by  the  official  liqui- 
dator to  be  placed  on  the  list  of  contributories,  on  the  ground  that 
«n  alleged  transfer  made  by  his  testator,  being  to  an  infant,  was  a 
nullity,  and  that  he  continued  to  be  a  shareholder. 

There  was  an  alternative  claim  under  these  circumstances.  The 

(1)  Law  Rep.  2  Ch.  350.  (3)  15  Beav.  11. 

(2)  4  De  G.  &  J.  74.  (4)  1  D.  J.  &  S.  399. 

(5)  Law  Bep.  6  Eq.  17. 

U2  I 
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L.  JJ.       in&nt  himself  made  a  transfer,  which  was  accepted  and  registered, 

1872        and  there  have  been  subsequent  deaUngs  with  the  shares,  and  it  i» 

GoootfTcABE.  suggested  that  if  these  dealings  with  the  shares  preclude  the  right 

to  go  back  to  the  original  void  transfer,  and  treat  all  subsequent 

dealings  as  avoided,  at  all  events  there  was  a  time  during  which 
the  infant  alone  was  the  nominal  shareholder,  and  during  tliat 
time  the  transferor  is  liable  to  be,  as  the  then  shareholder, 
placed  on  list  B. 

This  is  the  contention  on  the  one  part ;  on  the  part  of  the  Be* 
spondent  he,  of  course,  denies  that,  liis  testator  was  a  continuing 
shareholder,  and,  with  respecf  to  the  claim  to  put  him  on  the 
list  B,  he  alleges  that  the  statutory  requisites  do  not  exist ;  that 
is  to  say,  that  there  are  no  debts  of  the  company  dating  back 
beyond  the  time  at  which  he  ceased  to  be  a  member — at  least  none 
which  there  were  not  assets  of  the  company  sufficient  to  discharge. 

It  is  with  a  view  to  discovery  in  support  of  this  contention  that 
the  Appellant  is  asked  to  make  the  affidavit  as  to  documents. 

The  argument  of  the  Appellant  is,  that  he  is  not  a  litigant,  or  in 
the  position  of  a  litigant,  with  respect  to  the  questions  at  issue ; 
that  he  is  an  officer  of  the  Court,  and  nothing  but  an  officer  of  the 
Court,  who  has  neither  power  nor  duty  to  do  anything  except  under 
^  the  orders  and  directions  of  the  Judge,  and  that  his  possession  of 
the  books  and  papers  of  the  company  is,  in  truth,  as  much  the  pos- 
session of  the  Court  by  him  as  if  they  were  deposited  with  the  Clerk 
of  the  Eecords  and  Writs,  or  with  any  other  officer  of  the  Court. 

It  has  been  pointed  out  to  us  that  by  the  Act  of  Parliament  pro- 
vision is  made  for  giving  to  any  person  interested  access  to  all  the 
books  and  papers  in  the  liquidator's  possession ;  and  it  has  been 
argued  with  great  force  before  us  that  if,  in  every  question  to  be 
settled  in  the  winding-up  of  a  company,  every  creditor,  every  con- 
tributory, every  officer  of  the  company,  is  entitled  ex  debUoJustUiiBf 
to  treat  the  official  liquidator  as  a  litigant,  and  to  compel  him  to 
make  discovery,  and  for  the  purposes  of  such  discovery  to  make 
the  necessary  examination  of  all  the  books  and  papers  in  his 
custody,  in  order  to  ascertain  which  of  them  relates  or  contains 
entries  relating  to  the  matter  in  controversy,  it  would  add  enor* 
mously  and  fearfully  to  the  costs,  already  enormous  and  fearful,  of 
a  winding-up. 
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We  think  that  there  is  very  great  weight  in  the  considerations       L.  JJ. 
fio  presented  to  us :  a  winding-up  is,  in  truth,  a  partnership  suit,        iS72 
and  the  o£Scial  liquidator  is  the  receiver  and  manager  of  the  part-  qoochTgasb. 
nership  assets,  and  also  fills  the  character  of  an  accountant  to  make        '"* 
up  the  books  and  accounts,  so  as  to  ascertain  each  partner's  share 
of  liability  and  share  of  surplus,  if  there  should  be  any.    And  it 
would  certainly  be  a  very  novel  thing  to  treat  a  receiver  and 
manager  appointed  by  the  Court,  or  an  accountant  appointed  by 
the  partners  themselves,  as  a  person  liable  to  be  treated  as  a  De- 
fendant for  the  purposes  of  discovery.    And  we  can  find  nothing 
in  the  Act  of  Parliament  which  authorizes  an  ofiSicial  liquidator  to 
be  treated  otherwise  than  such  a  receiver,  or  manager,  or  account- 
ant would  be  liable  to  be  treated.    The  express  provision  that  the 
official  liquidator  is  to  act  in  every  respect  under  the  authority  of 
the  Court  would  seem,  on  the  contrary,  to  shew  that  there  can  be 
•no  necessity  for  treating  the  liquidator  as  a  litigant  Defendant.   In 
truth,  it  is  of  the  utmost  importance  that  the  liquidator  should, 
as  the  officer  of  the  Court,  maintain  an  even  and  impartial  hand 
between  all  the  individuals  whose  interests  are  involved  in  the 
'winding-up.    He  should  have  no  leaning  for  or  against  any  indivi- 
dual whatever.    It  is  his  duty  to  the  whole  body  of  shareholders, 
and  to  the  whole  body  of  creditors,  and  to  the  Court,  to  make  him- 
self thoroughly  acquainted  with  the  affairs  of  the  company ;  and 
to  suppress  nothing,  and  to  conceal  nothing,  which  has  come  to 
his  knowledge  in  the  course  of  his  investigation,  which  is  material 
to  ascertain  the  exact  truth  in  every  case  before  the  Court.    And 
it  is  for  the  Judge  to  see  that  he  does  his  duty  in  this  respect 

If  a  person  interested  in  any  such  case  desires  to  see  any  books 
or  papers,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  liquidator  to  give  him  not  only 
access  to  them,  but  to  give  him  every  assistance  and  facility  in 
finding  out  which  are  the  relevant  books  and  papers  he  requires ; 
and  if  the  liquidator  has  already  ascertained  any  books  or  papers 
bearing  on  the  subject,  he  should  frankly  place  this  information  at 
the  service  of  the  party.  But  this  is  a  very  different  thing  from 
the  liquidator  being  obliged,  at  the  instance  of  every  person  inte- 
rested in  every  question  arising,  to  employ  that  time  which,  unfor- 
tunately, is  so  costly  to  the  contributories,  in  making  that  fresh 
and  careful  investigation  of  the  papers  and  documents  in  his  pos" 
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L.  JJ.      session  which  would  be  requisite  to  enable  him  tmthfully  to  make 
1872        the  ordinary  afiSdavit  which  is  required  from  a  party  or  quasi 
Goooh'8  Case,  party  called  on  to  make  discoyery. 

Our  attention,  however,  has  been  called  to  the  language  of  the 
Lords  Justices  in  a  case  relating  to  this  yery  company.  In  re 
Bamed's  Banking  Coinpa/ny,  Ex  parte  Gonhract  Carporaiion  (1) ; 
who,  in  their  observations,  refer  to  the  liquidator  as  being  in  a 
position  analogous  to  the  secretary  or  other  public  officer  of  a  cor- 
poration made  a  Defendant  for  the  purposes  of  discovery,  and  wha 
is  compellable  to  make  the  same  discovery  as  a  Defendant  proper 
would  be  compelled  to  make. 

The  point  which  actually  arose  in  that  case  was,  whether  an 
official  liquidator  examined  as  a  witness  could  protect  himself  from 
answering ;  and  it  was  held  that  he  could  not  We  see  no  reason 
to  dissent  from  that  decision ;  nor  from  the  reasons  or  observations 
of  our  predecessors  when  rightly  applied  to  the  proper  kind  pf  case.. 

Among  the  other  duties  of  an  official  liquidator,  it  may  fall  to 
him  to  represent  the  company  as  a  party  litigant.  The  company 
can  only  sue  or  be  sued  through  his  agency,  and  where  there  is  such 
a  suit,  or  where  there  is  in  the  winding-up  a  proceeding,  which  is  ia 
substance,  though  not  in  form,  a  bill  or  action  by  or  agaiost  the 
company,  then,  from  the  very  necessity  of  the  case,  the  adverse 
party  has  a  right  to  deal  with  the  official  liquidator  as  the  litigant^ 
and  to  obtain  from  him  the  same  measure  of  discovery  in  the  same 
manner  as  he  would  from  any  other  litigant.  That  is  the  principle 
of  that  case,  and  that  principle  sufficiently  indicates  the  limits  of 
its  application. 

It  has,  however,  in  our  judgment,  no  application,  except  to  a 
very  limited  extent,  to  the  case  before  us.  So  far  as  there  is  any 
question  whether  the  Bespondent  is  or  is  not  still  liable  to  be  put 
on  the  list  as  an  actual  present  shareholder,  that  is  a  question 
between  him  on  the  one  side  and  the  company  on  the  other ;  and 
the  Bespondent  is  entitled  to  have,  if  he  requires  it,  the  usual  dis- 
covery as  to  that  liability,  that  is  to  say,  a  discovery  of  everything 
relating  to  the  particular  shares  in  question  since  the  transfer  by 
the  Bespondent  to  the  in&nt  out  of  which  the  question  arises. 
But  with  regard  to  the  real  question  between  the  parties,  viz.,. 

» 

(1)  Law  Bep.  2  Ch.  350. 
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whether  the  statutory  requisites  exist  for  placing  the  Bespondent       l.  j  j. 
on  list  By  and  if  so,  what  is  the  extent  of  his  liability ;  that  is  a        i872 
question  with  which  the  existing  company  has  really  no  concern.  Gk)ocH^A«B. 

That  company  must  pay  to  its  uttermost  farthing  in  any  event.        

And  whether  beyond  the  claim  against  the  company  any  particular 
creditor  or  creditors  has  or  have  claims  against  any  past  member 
or  members  of  the  company,  is  a  question  as  to  which  every 
creditor  may  have  his  hand  against  every  other  creditor,  and 
against  every  past  shareholder ;  and  every  past  shareholder  may 
have  his  hand  against  every  other  past  shareholder,  and  against 
every  creditor.  The  oflScial  liquidator,  as  the  oflScer  of  the  Court, 
is  bound  to  see  that  in  this  free  fight  everybody  has  a  fair  field 
and  no  favour,  and  to  act  strictly  in  the  interests  of  truth  and 
justice,  and  none  other.  But  the  official  liquidator,  as  the  repre- 
sentative of  the  existing  body,  is  no  party,  or  quasi  party,  either  for 
discovery  or  otherwise,  to  any  such  litigation. 

This  case,  in  truth,  shews  how  impossible  it  would  be  to  proceed 
with  a  winding-up  if  this  distinction  were  not  observed.  The  real 
controversy  is  whether  there  were,  at  a  particular  date,  debts  which 
have  not  been  since  discharged  wholly  or  partially,  and  which 
there  are  not  or  were  not  assets  available  to  satisfy.  The  dis- 
covery sought  would  be  a  discovery  of  all  the  books  and  papers 
relating  to  every  debt  due  or  claimed  at  that  date,  and  to  every- 
thing done  subsequently  with  reference  fo  such  debts,  and  all  the 
books  and  papers  shewing  the  assets  of  the  company,  which  are  or 
ought  to  be  forthcoming. 

TVe  are  of  opinion  that  the  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Eolls 
should  be  discharged ;  but  if  the  Bespondent  desires  it,  we  will 
substitute  for  it  an  order  on  the  official  liquidator,  to  make  the 
usual  affidavit  as  to  documents  ^relating  to  the  particular  shares, 
in  respect  of  which  he  is  sought  to  be  placed  on  the  list  of 
present  contributories.  There  will  be  no  costs,  but  the  official 
liquidator  will  take  his  out  of  the  estate. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Messrs.  LinJcIater,  Hackuooodj  &  Co. 
Solicitor  for  the  Bespondents :  Mr.  J7.  W.  VaUance. 
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L.JJ.  Ex  parte  BAWKER.    InreKEELY. 

1872 

v-vw         Bankruptcy — Assignment  of  aU  Debtor's  Property — Substantial   Exception — 

Jan^25,  27.  Pension  fnm.  the  East  India  Company. 

A  debtor  executed  as  security  for  an  antecedent  debt  of  £1500,  an  assign- 
ment which  included  all  his  property  of  any  appreciable  value,  except  a 
pension  of  10s.  66?.  a  day  to  which  he  was  entitled  as  a  retired  serrant  of  tbe 
East  India  Company : — 

Meld  (affirming  the  order  of  Bacon,  C.J.),  that  as  this  pension  would  not 
pass  to  a  trustee  in  bankruptcy,  and  could  not  be  taken  in  execution  by  a 
creditor,  it  constituted  no  substantial  exception  from  the  assignment,  which, 
being  an  assignment  of  substantially  the  whole  of  the  debtor's  property, 
was  an  act  of  bankruptcy. 

1  HIS  was  an  appeal  by  an  execution  creditor  from  an  order  of  the 
Chief  Judge  refusing  to  discharge  an  injunction  granted  by  the 
Kegistrar  of  the  County  Court  of  Cornwall. 

On  the  7th  of  July,  1871,  HawJcer,  the  Appellant,  signed  judg- 
ment in  an  action  against  Kedy  for  £49  10s.  9d.  debt  and  costs 
The  poundage  made  the  total  amount  a  little  over  £51.  On  the 
11th  of  July  he  issued  execution,  and  seized  goods  sufficient  to 
satisfy  the  execution.  On  the  13th  of  July  Kedy  filed  a  decla- 
ration of  inability  to  pay  his  debts,  and  took  proceedings  for  the 
liquidation  of  his  affairs  by  composition  or  arrangement,  and  on 
the  same  day  obtained  an  interim  injunction  restraining  HawJcer 
from  further  proceedings  under  the  judgment,  and  appointing  the 
22nd  of  July  for  him  to  shew  cause  why  he  should  not  be  abso- 
lutely restrained.  On  the  22nd  the  Eegistrar  granted  an  absolute 
injunction  to  restrain  the  bailiff  of  the  County  Court  from  selling 
the  goods  under  the  execution.  On  the  9th  of  August  the  first 
meeting  of  creditors  was  held,  and  refused  to  accede  to  liquidation 
by  arrangement  The  result  of  a  second  meeting  was  the  same, 
and  ultimately,  on  the  13th  of  September,  Kedy  was  adjudicated 
bankrupt;  the  adjudication  being  founded  on  the  declaration  of 
the  13th  of  July. 

Hawker  appealed  to  the  Chief  Judge,  and  when  the  appeal  came 
on  the  Chief  Judge  was  of  opinion  that  the  injunction  could  not» 
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on  the  above  materials,  be  sustained ;  but  by  arrangement  the  case      L.  JJ. 
was  adjourned  to  allow  the  trustee  to  bring  forward  circumstances        1872 
which  made  a  new  case,  viz.,  that  Kedy  had  committed  an  act  of    Ezparu 
bankruptcy  on  the  8th  of  July,  by  giving  a  bill  of  sale  comprising     Hawkbr. 
the  whole  of  his  property  to  secure  an  antecedent  debt  Keelt. 

It  appeared  that  Kedy  was  indebted  to  the  Ltskeard  Bank  in 
£1500  on  three  bills  of  exchange  which  had  been  dishonoured, 
and  he  accordingly  ezecuterl  the  bill  of  sale  in  question  to  N.-Male, 
the  manager  of  the  Camdfard  branch  of  the  bank.  This  bill  of 
sale  was  an  absolute  assignment,  as  upon  a  sale  to  Mdk  for  £500, 
of  all  Keely's  household  fumitare,  goods,  chattels,  and  effects  then 
being  in,  or  upon,  or  belonging  to  the  messuage,  garden,  and  pre- 
mises then  in  Keely'a  occupation,  and  the  horses,  cattle,  sheep, 
pigs,  crops,  corn,  hay,  straw,  consumable  stores,  agricultural  imple- 
ments, carts,  carriages,  and  farming  utensils,  live  and  dead  stock, 
goods,  chattels,  and  effects  then  being  in  or  upon  the  several 
lands  and  premises  in  the  occupation  of  Kedy  in  the  three  parishes 
therein  mentioned,  the  particulars  of  which  were  set  forth  in  a 
schedule,  and  all  other  the  goods,  chattels,  and  effects  of  Kedy  in 
those  three  parishes. 

Kedy  had  retired  &om  the  service  of  the  East  India  Company, 
and  had  a  retiring  pension  of  lOs.  6(2.  a  day.  Evidence  was  given 
that  he  had  some  landed  property  at  Bangoonj  but  nothing  was 
shewn  as  to  its  value.  It  was  also  deposed  that  he  was  lessee  of  a 
house  on  which  he  had  covenanted  to  expend,  and  had  expended, 
£200,  of  which  lease,  commencing  in  1869,  there  were  about 
twelve  years  to  run ;  but  the  solicitor  of  the  trustee  deposed  that 
these  premises  had  been  made  over  by  Keely,  with  the  privity  of 
the  landlord,  to  Caroline  Kedy,  and  would  only  revert  to  Kedy  in 
the  event  of  his  surviving  her.  Kedy  was  also  tenant,  at  a  rack 
rent,  of  some  lands,  which  he  fanned,  but  his  interest  in  them  was 
rejected  by  the  trustee  as  valueless.  Kedy  had,  to  a  small  extent, 
sold  manure  at  a  commission,  and  his  dealings  in  manure  were 
relied  on  as  trading.  The  above  particulars,  and  the  chattels  men- 
tioned in  the  bill  of  sale,  were  the  whole  of  his  property. 

In  this  state  of  circumstances  the  Chief  Judge  held  the  assign- 
ment to  be  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  refused  to  dissolve  the 
injunction. 
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L.  jj.  Mr.  Kayy  Q-C,  and  Mr.  Bagley,  for  the  execution  creditor,  in 

1872  support  of  the  appeal,  referred  to  Lomax  y.  Bu^st<m  (1) ;  Eopkinson 

^^^  V-  Lusk  (2) ;  Woodhouse  v.  Murray  (3), 

Hawkeb.        [GHbson  V.  JSosi  India  Company  (4)  and  Innea  v.  East  India  Cam- 
^^^  jpany  (5)  were  referred  to  during  the  argument  as  shewing  that  a 
pension  of  this  kind  was  not  available  for  creditors.] 

Mr.  De  Oex,  Q.C.>  and  Mr.  Bdberison  Griffiths,  for  the  Bespon- 
dent,  were  not  called  upon. 

Sir  G.  Mellish,  L.J. : — 

The  question  we  have  to  decide  is,  whether  this  bill  of  sale  was 
within  the  rule  that  an  assignment  of  substantially  the  whole  of  a 
debtor's  property,  to  secure  an  antecedent  debt,  is  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy. The  Chief  Judge  has  decided  that  it  was  an  assignment 
of  substantially  the  whole  of  the  debtor's  property — a  conclusion  to 
which  he  came,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  after  hearing  the  principal  wit- 
ness examined  and  cross-examined.  It  is  now  contended  that  there 
was  a  substantial  amount  of  property  not  included.  First,  a  lease, 
which  is  said  to  have  been  worth  £150 ;  but  it  is  probable  that  when 
all  the  effects  had  been  sold  off,  the  lease  would  not  sell  for  any- 
thing. Secondly,  there  is  a  property  in  India,  but  the  debtor  him- 
self speaks  with  uncertainty  as  to  whether. he  has  it  or  not»  and 
there  is  no  evidence  as  to  its  value.  Thirdly,  there  is  the  pension 
of  108.  6(2.  a  day ;  but  this  is  a  property  which  does  not  pass  to  the 
trustee  in  bankruptcy,  and  could  not  be  taken  in  execution  by 
a  creditor.  We  ^think,  therefore,  that  this  cannot  constitute  a 
substantial  exception.  The  result  is  that  our  opinion  agrees  with 
that  of  the  Chief  Judge,  and  that  the  appeal  must  be  dismissed 
with  costs. 

Solicitors:  Messrs.  Clark,  Woodcock,  dk  Byland;  Mr.  /.  EBioU 
Fox. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  6  C.  P.  107.  (3)  Law  Rep.  2  Q.  B.  634 ;  4  Q.  B.  27. 

(2)  34  Beav.  215.  (4)  5  Bing.  (N.S.)  262. 

(5)  17  C.  B.  351. 
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Jan.  26w 


BRUFF  V.  COBBOLD.  L.  JJ. 

[1866    B.    148.]  i^ 

Practice — Vacaiion  of  InrdmerU — Rehearing — Application  by  a  Person  noi  a 

Party  to  the  Suit. 

A  bill  was  filed  by  a  fonner  officer  of  a  railway  company  to  obtain  the 
distribntion  of  a  sum  of  money  which  had  been  set  apart  for  compensation  of 
the  officers  of  the  company  on  its  amalgamation  with  another  company.  By 
the  decree  the  Court  declared  the  Plaintiff  entitled  to  a  share  in  the  fund,  and 
directed  an  inqniry  as  to  what  other  persons  were  entitled  to  share,  and  in  what 
proportions.  None  of  the  other  officers  of  the  company  were  served  with  notice 
of  the  decree,  but  advertisements  were  issued,  and  the  decree  was  inrollcd. 
A.  came  in  under  the  decree  and  claimed  a  share  in  the  fund,  and  also  desired 
to  dispute  the  right  of  the  Raintiff  to  any  share  at  all : — 

ffeldy  that  A,  was  a  qutui  party  to  the  suit,  and  was  entitled  to  have  the 
cause  reheard  for  the  purpose  of  varying  the  decree ;  and  that  the  inrolment 
ought  to  be  vacated  in  order  to  enable  him  to  present  a  Petition  of  rehearing. 

XHIS  was  an  application  by  ilt.  Edmund  Ayres  to  vacate  the 
inrolment  of  the  decree  made  by  Vice-Chancellor  Stuart  in  this 
Buity  under  the  following  circumstances : — 

The  bill  was  filed  by  Mx.  P.  8.  Bruff  against  the  Qreat  Eastern 
Bailway  Company  and  three  gentlemen  who  were  called  the 
Liquidation  Committee^  and  stated  that  previously  to  the  year  1862 
the  Plaintiff  was  employed  by  the  Eastern  Union  Bailway  Company 
as  their  engineer ;  that  in  that  year  the  Eastern  Union  and  certain 
other  railway  companies  were  amalgamated  with  the  Chreai  Eastern 
Bailway  Companyy  which  was  incorporated  under  the  Chreai  Eastern 
Bailway  Aety  1862 ;  that  on  the  occasion  of  such  amalgamation  a 
sum  of  £5000  was  set  aside  as  a  debt  due  to  the  Eastern  Union 
Bailway  Company^  to  be  applied  as  compensation  to  their  oflScers; 
and  that  a  committee  of  three  directors  of  the  Eastern  Union 
Bailway  Company,  called  the  Liquidation  Committee^  was  appointed 
to  consider  and  decide  on  the  claims  of  such  officers.  The  bill 
prayed  (among  other  things)  that  the  persons  entitled  to  participate 
in  the  said  sum  of  £5000  might  be  ascertained,  and  that  the  said 
sum  might  be  raised  and  administered  by  the  Court.  The  bill 
made  other  claims  against  the  company  which  are  not  necessary 
to  be  mentioned. 
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L.  JJ.  By  the  decree,  dated  the  24th  of  January,  1871,  it  was  ordered 

1872        that  the  Great  Eastern  Railway  Company  shoald,  on  or  before  the 

Bsm      8th  of  May,  1871,  bring  the  sum  of  £5000  into  Court;  and  it  was 

CkBBOLD      declared  that  the  Plaintiff,  as  an  oflScer  of  the  said  company,  was 

— -        entitled  to  share  in  that  sum ;  and  it  was  ordered  that  an  inquiry 

should  be  made  who  were  entitled  to  share  with  the  Plaintiff  in 

the  said  sum,  and  in  what  shares  and  proportions ;  and  that  the 

Chreai  Eastern  Railway  Company  should  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit, 

with  liberty  to  any  of  the  parties  to  apply.     But  no  farther  con- 

sidelration  as  to  the  sum  of  £5000  was  reserved. 

Mr.  Edmund  Ayres,  the  present  applicant^  was  the  secretary  of 
the  Eastern  Union  Railway  Company  previously  to  its  amalgama- 
tion, and  in  that  capacity  claimed  a  share  of  the  fund.  No  notice 
of  the  decree  was  served  on  him,  or  on  the  other  claimants  who 
were  not  parties  to  the  suit. 

Advertisements  were  issued  calling  upon  claimants  to  come  in 
under  the  decree,  and  the  applicant  accordingly  carried  in  a  claim, 
and  on  the  22nd  of  May  1861,  appeared  in  support  of  it;  on  which 
occasion  he  wished  to  dispute  the  Plaintiff's  right  to  participate  at 
all  in  the  fund,  but  was  debarred  from  that  contention  by  the  form 
of  the  decree. 

Mr.  Ayres  accordingly  presented  a  Petition,  praying  that  the 
Plaintiff  might  be  ordered  to  serve  the  Petitioner  and  the  other 
claimants  with  notice  of  the  decree,  and  that  in  the  meantime  all 
proceedbgs  under  the  decree,  so  far  as  related  to  the  £5000,  might 
be  stayed ;  and  that  the  Petitioner  might  be  at  liberty  to  present 
a  Petition  praying  that  the  cause  might  be  reheard,  so  far  as  it 
related  to  the  £5000,  and  tliat  the  decree  might  be  varied  by 
expunging  the  declaration  as  to  the  Plaintiff's  right  to  participate 
in  the  fund. 

Before  the  Petition  came  on  to  be  heard,  Mr.  Ayres  discovered 
that  the  decree  had  been  inrolled  on  the  11th  of  March,  1871,  and 
he  accordingly  now  moved  to  have  the  inrolment  vacated. 

Mr.  OreenCf  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  /.  L.  Bird,  in  support  of  the  motion : — 

Although  the  applicant  is  not  a  party  to  the  suit»  he  is  interested 
in  the  fund,  and  is  entitled  to  be  heard  on  the  merits.  In  a  cre- 
ditor's suit  it  has  been  held,  that  a  creditor  who,  was  not  a  party 
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can  obtain  a  rehearing:  GUffard  y.  Hort  (1).    The  suit  is  really  L.  JJ. 

one  on  behalf  of  all  the  cedms  que  trust  of  the  fund^  and  the  appli-  I872 

cant  and  all  other  claimants  ought  to  have  been  served  with  notice  bruiv 

of  the  decree,  under  the  15  &  16  Vict  c.  86,  s.  42,  rule  4,  in  which  ,.  •• 

COBBOLD. 

case  they  would  have  been  able  to  obtain  a  rehearing :  Ellison  v.        

Thomas  (2).  Until  this  had  been  done  the  Plaintiff  had  no  right 
to  inrol  the  decree.  It  was,  in  fact,  inrolled  immediately  after 
the  advertisements  were  issued,  before  any  of  the  claimants  had 
made  their  claims.  The  inrolment  was,  therefore,  irregular,  and  the 
Court  will  not  allow  it  to  stand  in  the  way  of  the  applicant  obtain- 
ing a  rehearing :  Jopp  v.  Wood  (3) ;  TreviUian  v.  Knight  (4). 

Mr.  Smart,  for  the  Great  Eastern  Bailway  Company,  submitted 
to  any  order  that  the  Court  might  make. 

■ 

Mr.  Earslake,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Loeoch  WM,  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

Ko  reason  is  shewn  for  vacating  the  inrolment  on  the  ground  of 
surprise,  or  bad  faith,  and  unless  such  cause  is  shewn,  the  Court 
will  not  vacate  it :  WHdman  v.  Lade  (6).  But  if  it  is  vacated, 
the  applicant  will  have  no  locus  standi  to  obtain  a  rehearing.  He 
was  not  a  party  to  the  suit,  but  only  came  in  as  a  creditor  under 
the  decree.  By  so  doing  he  acquiesced  in  the  decree,  and  he  also 
filed  affidavits  in  support  of  his  claim  before  the  Chief  Clerk,  and  he 
cannot  now  object  to  the  decree.  The  4th  rule  of  the  42nd  sec- 
tion of  the  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  does  not  apply  to  such  a  case  as 
this :  Knight  v.  Pocooh  (6).  The  Plaintiff  was  not,  therefore,  bound 
to  serve  the  other  claimants  with  notice  of  the  decree. 

Sib  W.  M.  James,  L.J. : — 

Now  that  the  facts  of  the  case  and  the  position  of  the  parties 
have  been  fully  placed  before  us,  I  think  it  is  clear  that  the  appli- 
cation is  righty  both  in  substance  and  in  form.  Substantial  justice 
is  in  favour  of  it,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  rule  of  the  Court  to 
prevent  its  succeeding.  The  decree  was  in  respect  of  a  sum  of 
£5000,  which  the  Court  had  taken  upon  itself  to  hold,  at  the  instiga- 

(1)  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  886,  409.  (4)  Law  Eep.  1  H.  L.  30. 

(2)  1  D.  J.  &  S.  18.  (5)  4  De  G.  &  J,  401. 
(8)  33  Bear.  372.  (6)  24  Beav.  436. 
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.  L.  JJ.      lion  of  a  person  who  claimed  to  participate  in  the  fund.  The  Court 
1872       has  also  undertaken  to  ascertain  who  are  the  persons  entitled,  and 
-Q^^      in  what  shares,  and  to  distribute  the  fund  among  them.    The 
present  applicant  is  not,  technically,  a  party  to  the  suit,  but  he  is  a 
gwud  party,  in  a  sense  in  which  a  creditor  is  a  party  to  a  suit  for 
the  administration  of  an  estate,  or  a  cestui  que  trust  to  a  suit  for  the 
administration  of  the  trust  fund.    According  to  the  authorities,  it 
is  open  to  a  person  in  that  position  to  apply  for  a  rehearing.    The 
applicant  says,  '^  I  took  in  a  claim,  and  if  nobody  else  could  esta- 
blish a  claim,  I  claimed  the  whole  fund.    I  considered  it  question- 
able whether  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  participate  at  all,  and  I 
was  minded  to  contest  his  right ;  but  I  found  that,  behind  my 
back,  and  quite  unnecessarily,  a  declaration  had  been  inserted  in 
the  decree  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  share  in  the  fund.    I 
am  hampered  by  this  declaration,  made  as  it  was  in  the  absence  of 
all  persons  interested  in  disputing  the  Plaintiff's  daim.     I  en- 
deavoured to  get  rid  of  this  declaration  by  presenting  a  Petition  of 
appeal,  and  I  then  found  myself  again  hampered  by  this  fresh 
diflSculty,  that  the  Plaintiff  had  got  the  decree  inrolled."    In  my 
opinion,  that  declaration  ought  not  to  have  been  made,  and  I  think 
there  is  great  force  in  the  argument  that,  according  to  the  practice  of 
the  Court,  the  other  cestuis  que  trust  ought  to  have  been  served  with 
notice  of  the  decree,  and  they  would  then  have  had  a  month,  within 
which  they  might  have  obtained  a  rehearing,  and  within  which 
the  decree  ought  not  to  have  been  inroUed. 

Under  these  circumstances,  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  inrolment 
cannot  be  relied  upon,  in  answer  to  the  Petition  of  a  person  who 
was  not  a  party  to  the  suit,  and  has  never  had  an  opportunity  of 
impeaching  the  decree.  The  inrolment  must  therefore  be  vacated, 
and  the  costs  of  all  parties  will  be  reserved,  to  be  dealt  with  by 
the  Vice-Chancellor  on  the  rehearing. 

Sir  G.  Mellish,  L.J.,  concurred. 

Solicitor  for  Mr.  Ayres :  Mr.  O.  Walker. 
Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  Benham  dk  TindeU. 
Solicitor  for  the  Cheat  Eastern  BaUway  Company :  Mr.  W.  fll 
Shaw. 


w^m 
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In  re  NATIONAL  ASSURANCE  AND  INVESTMENT  L.  JJ. 

ASSOCIATION.  1872 

In  re  CROSS.  ^^ 

PraeHee — Ajppeal  for  Small  Amount — Solicitor — Lien  on  Property  recovered — 

23  <fc  24  Vict,  c  127,  a.  28—  Winding-up, 

A  solicitor,  who  had  suooessfiilly  prosecuted  a  claim  on  hehalf  of  a  creditor, 
under  the  winding-up  of  a  company,  applied  to  the  Court  for  a  lien  on  the 
dividends  payable  to  his  client  to  the  amount  of  his  costs,  which  amounted  to 
£1  15s.  The  application  haying  been  refused,  the  solicitor  appealed  to  the 
Lords  Justices. 

The  Lords  Justices  refused  to  entertain  an  appeal  for  so  trifling  an  amount ; 
although  it  was  stated  that  it  was  a  representative  case,  which  would  govern 
many  others. 

X  HIS  was  an  appeal  tram  a  decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  Appellant,  Mr.  Charles  Henry  Edmands,  was  employed  as 
solicitor  in  supporting  the  claim  of  Mr.  Philip  Cross,  in  the  wind- 
ing-up of  the  National  Assttrance  and  Investment  Associaiion,  for  a 
sum  of  £1000,  as  a  creditor  of  the  company. 

The  claim  was  admitted ;  and  the  Chief  Clerk  of  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls  assessed  the  costs  of  the  proofs  aUowed  at  the  sum 
of  £1  15a.  on  all  claims  which  exceeded  £10,  and  £1 10a.  on  all 
claims  which  did  not  exceed  that  sum ;  the  costs  in  each  case 
to  be  added  to  the  debt.  Mr.  Edmands  acted  for  a  number 
of  other  creditors,  who  succeeded  in  establishing  their  daims 
against  the  company.  Two  dividends  had  been  paid  to  the 
creditors,  but  Mr.  Edmands  had  not  received  the  amount  of  his 
costs.  A  third  dividend  having  been  declared,  in  respect  of  which 
£5  4a.  2d.  was  payable  to  Mr.  CrosSy  Mr.  Edma/nds  applied  by 
motion  before  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  asking  that  it  might  be 
declared  that  he  had  a  lien  for  the  sum  of  £1  15a.  upon  the  divi- 
dends then  payable,  or  to  become  payable,  to  Mr.  Cross,  and  that 
the  official  manager  of  the  company  might  be  ordered  to  pay 
that  amount  to  him.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  refused  the  motion 
with  costs. 

Mr.  Edmands  appealed  from  the  decision. 
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L.  JJ.  Mr.  JFVy,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Caldeeott^  for  the  Appellant,  contended 

1872        that  the  Appellant  was  entitled  to  a  lien  upon  the  dividends  under 
In  re       the  23  &  24  Vict.  c.  127,  s.  28,  and  also,  independently  of  that  Act, 
AssuiClncb   ^^  *^®  ^^^^  ^^  ^  *^®  hands  of  the  Court. 

iNVMTMEHT      ^^^  ^"  ^'  James,  LJ.  '.—The  matter  is  of  a  very  trifling 
A8800IATI0N.  nature.    Is  not  the  County  Court  the  proper  tribunal  to  which  the 
Cbom.      Appellant  should  apply  ?    The  rule  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  is 
that  a  suit  will  not  be  entertained  for  less  than  £10. 

Mr.  Fry  and  Mr.  CaJdecoti  argued  that  this  was  the  most  in* 
expensive  method  bj  which  the  Appellant  could  enforce  his  claim. 
It  was  also  a  representative  case,  and  would  govern  several 
hundred  of  simDar  cases.  If  the  smallness  of  claims  were  an 
obstacle  to  a  solicitor  enforcing  his  lien,  it  would  be  an  encourage- 
ment to  solicitors  to  make  out  large  bills  of  costs. 

Mr.  Jtoxburgih,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  D.  OardineVy  for  the  oflScial 
manager,  were  not  called  on. 

Sir  W.  M.  James,  L.  J. : — 

Unless  I  am  ordered  to  do  so  by  the  House  of  Lords,  or  some 
other  competent  Court,  I  will  not  allow  an  appeal  for  the  sum  of 
£1  158.    The  appeal  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Sib  G.  Mellish,  L.J.,  concurred. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Edmands  &  Mayhew  ;  Messrs.  Travers  Smith 
dt  Be  Gex. 
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In  re  BIGNOLD'S  SETTLEMENT  TRUSTS.  l.  JJ. 

Appointment  of  New  TrusteeB — "  Incapable  to  act  ** — Residence  Abroad — Trustee         }^!z 

Act^  1860,  ».  32.  ^^.  12. 

The  Court  has  power,  under  the  32nd  section  of  the  Trustee  Act^  1850,  to 
appoint  a  new  trustee  in  place  of  a  trustee  who  is  permanently  residing 
ahroad,  without  his  consent. 

Semble,  a  power  in  a  settlement  to  appoint  a  new  trustee  in  the  place  of  a 
trustee  incapable  to  act  applies  to  personal  incapacity,  and  not  to  simple 
residence  abroad. 

Be  Blanckard  (1)  explained, 

1  HIS  was  a  Petition  brought  before  the  Lords  Justices  in  the 
first  instance  at  the  request  of  Yice-Chancellor  Wickens,  in  whose 
Court  the  Petition  had  been  set  down. 

The  Petition  was  entituled  in  the  above-mentioned  matter,  and 
also  in  the  matter  of  the  will  of  H.  D.  Hemstoorthy  and  of  the 
Trustee  Aeis^  1850  and  1852.  It  stated  that,  under  the  marriage 
settlement  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Bigncld^  and  the  will  and  codicil  of 
the  lady's  father,  certain  trust  funds  had  become  vested  in,  and 
blended  in  the  hands  of,  certain  trustees,  one  of  whom,  on  the 
2nd  of  July,  1868,  left  England  for  Tahiti,  with  the  intention, 
which  he  had  ever  since  adhered  to,  of  residing  there  permanently 
as  a  merchant.  Under  these  circumstances  the  donees  of  the  power 
of  appointing  new  trustees  under  the  settlement  and  will  respec- 
tively had  executed  deeds  appointing  a  new  trustee  of  them  respec- 
tively, in  place  of  the  trustee  out  of  the  jurisdiction.  And  the 
object  of  the  Petition  was  to  obtain  vesting  orders  of  the  property, 
dispensing  with  service  on  the  trustee  out  of  the  jurisdiction. 

The  Petition  was  presented  by  all  the  parties  interested  under 
the  settlement  and  will,  by  the  two  trustees  within  the  jurisdiction, 
and  the  new  trustee,  and  there  were  no  Bespondents. 

No  diflSculty  arose  with  reference  to  the  exercise  of  the  power 
contained  in  the  settlement ;  but  the  power  contained  in  the  will 
only  extended  to  the  cases  of  trustees  "dying,  disclaiming,  or 
desiring  to  be  discharged,  or  refusing,  declining,  or  becoming  in- 

(1)  3  D.  F.  &  J.  131. 
Vol.  vn,  X  1 
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L.  JJ.  capable  to  act."    The  question  therefore  was,  whether  the  fact  of 

1872  the  trustee's  permanent  residence  out  of  the  jurisdiction  in  the 

]l^  present  case  rendered  him  "  incapable  to  act ''  within  the  meaning 


Trusts. 


Mr.  Horton  Smith,  for  the  Petitioners,  submitted  that  the  ap- 
pointment was  Talid,  and  that  Mennard  y.  Wdford  (I)  and  Sugden 
on  Powers  (2)  should  be  followed,  rather  than  WUhingion  v. 
Withington  (3)  and  Be  WatU's  Settlement  (4). 

The  Lords  Justices  inclined  to  the  opinion  that  the  incapacity 
to  act  meant  a  personal  incapacity,  and  that  each  case.must  depend 
on  its  own  circumstances;  but,  without  expressly  deciding  the 
point,  suggested  that  the  diflSculty  might  be  met  by  the  Court 
appointing  a  trustee  under  the  32nd  section  of  the  Trustee  Act, 
1850. 

Mr.  Horton  Smith  said  that  a  new  trustee  had  been  appointed  in 
place  of  a  person  out  of  the  jurisdiction  in  Be  Stewart  (5),  and 
Be  Harrison's  Trusts  (6).  But  a  doubt  had  arisen  from  the  decision 
in  Be  Blanchard  (7),  where  it  was  held  that  the  Court  had  no  power 
to  remove  a  trustee  against  his  wish.  In  the  present  case  the  trus- 
tee had  not  consented  to  be  removed,  nor  had  he  been  served. 

The  Lords  Justices  were  of  opinion  that  Be  Blanchard  did 
not  militate  against  the  previous  authorities  ;  and  that  the  Court 
had  authority  to  make  the  appointment.  They  therefore  ordered 
the  Petition  to  stand  over  with  liberty  to  amend,  so  as  to  ask  for 
the  appointment  of  the  new  trustee,  and  the  consequential  vesting 
order.  The  Petition  was  to  be  then  mentioned  again,  and  the 
usual  aflBdavit  of  fitness  of  the  new  trustee  to  be  produced. 

Solicitor :  Mr.  D.  Eeane, 

(1)  1  Sm.  &  Giff.  426.  (4)  9  Hai^,  106. 

(2)  Page  888,  note  (a),  8th  Ed.  (5)  8  W.  R.  297. 

(3)  IG  Sim.  104.  (6)  22  L.  J.  (Oh.)  69. 

(7)  3  D.  F.  &  J.  131. 
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i^«6. 18. 


CITY  OF  MOSCOW  GAS  COMPANY  v.  INTERNATIONAL     L.  j.  J. 

FINANCIAL  SOCIETY.  1872 

[1871    M.     198.] 

Practice — Security  for  Costa — Cross  Suit-^  Limited  Company — CompanieB  Act^ 

1862,  s,  69. 

The  I.  society  filed  a  bill  against  the  M.  company  to  foreclose  a  mortgage 
comprising  nearly  the  whole  of  the  effects  of  the  Jf.  company.  At  this 
time  the  M,  company  was  in  process  of  being  wound  np  under  the  super- 
vision of  the  Court.  By  leave  of  the  Court  in  the  winding-up,  a  bill  was 
filed  in  the  name  of  the  M.  company  against  the  /.  society,  praying  that  it 
might  be  declared  that  the  mortgage  deed  was  not  binding  on  the  M,  com- 
pany, or  its  bondholders  or  shareholders :  but  that,  if  the  Court  held  it  to  be 
a  good  security,  certain  renewed  bills  might  be  excluded  from  its  operation, 
and  that  it  might  be  declared  a  security  only  for  bills  of  exchange  accepted 
by  the  /.  society ;  and  that,  in  estimating  the  debt  covered  by  it,  no  bills 
accepted  by  persons  or  firms  other  than  the  /.  society  might  be  included; 
and  that  an  account  might  be  taken  on  this  footing  of  what  was  due ;  and 
that  the  M,  company  might  be  allowed  to  redeem  on  payment  of  what 
should  be  so  found  due  : — 

EM^  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  that  whether  this  was  a  purely  cross  bill 
or  not,  the  Plaintiffs  in  it  must  give  security  for  costs ;  and,  senihle^  it  was 
not  a  purely  cross  bill : — 

Held,  on  appeal,  that  the  bill  was  not  a  mere  cross  bill ;  that  the  case  was 
governed  by  Waslioe  Mining  Company  v.  Ferguson  (1) ;  and  that  security 
for  costs  must  be  given. 

Semhle,  that  even  had  it  been  a  pure  cxoaa  bill,  security  for  costs  must 
have  been  given,  as  it  was  filed  in  the  name  of  a  company  which  was  being 
wound  up. 

xHIS  was  an  appeal  by  the  Plaintiffs  from  an  order  of  the 
Master  of  the  Bolls  directing  them  to  give  security  for  costs. 

The  CUy  of  Moscow  Oas  Company,  Limited,  was  an  English 
company  with  limited  liability,  established  for  lighting  the  city 
of  Moscow  with  gas,  under  a  concession  from  the  municipality  of 
Moscow, 

On  the  16th  of  February,  1867,  a  complicated  deed  was  exe- 
cuted, by  which  the  International  Financial  Society^  Limited,  under- 
took to  cause  an  accommodation  credit  to  be  opened  for  the  com- 
pany to  the  extent  of  £260,000,  and  for  that  purpose  to  furnish  the 

(1)  Law  Rep.  2  Eq.  371. 
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L.  J.  J,     company  with  the  names  of  persons,  firms,  and  companies  on  whom 

1872        the  company  might  draw  bills.     The  company  undertook  to  pay 

GiTT  o^     ^^^^  ^^^^  when  due,  and  indemnify  the  society  and  the  acceptors 

^C^MP^  ^^  against  them  ;  and  if  the  society  paid  any  of  them,  then  to  repay 

V.  the  society.    For  these  acceptances  a  certain  rate  of  commission 

NATIONAL    was  to  be  charged.    The  company,  for  securing  the  performance 

Socmx^    of  their  part  of  the  agreement,  assigned  to  the  society  by  way  of 

~—        mortgage  the  caution  money  deposited  with  the  municipality,  a 

stock  of  coals  in  Bttssia^  a  stock  of  gasfittings  and  other  like 

articles  at  Moscow,  the  moneys  receivable  in  respect  of  calls  already 

made,  and  certain  other  effects,  and  also  the  concession  and  the 

gasworks  and  plant  at  Moscow. 

The  affairs  of  the  company  became  embarrassed ;  and,  on  the 
20th  of  November,  1868,  the  society  gave  notice  that  they  should 
take  possession  of  the  mortgaged  property,  which  they  accordingly 
did,  and  carried  on  the  undertaking.  On  the  10th  of  Marcli,  1869, 
a  resolution  was  passed  for  the  voluntary  winding-up  of  the  com- 
pany ;  and  on  the  13th  an  order  was  made  for  continuing  this 
winding-up  under  supervision. 

On  the  19th  of  April,  1871,  the  society  filed  their  bill  against 
the  company,  praying  for  an  account  of  what  was  due  to  the  Plain- 
tiffs for  principal,  interest,  commission,  and  discount  in  respect  of 
their  advances,  and  for  expenditure  properly  made  in  carrying  on 
the  works,  and  for  foreclosure  in  default  of  payment. 

In  October,  1871,  pursuant  to  leave  of  the  Court  given  in  the 
winding-up,  the  bill  in  this  cause  was  filed  in  the  name  of  the 
company  against  the  society  and  their  secretary,  who  was  made  a 
Defendant  for  the  purpose  of  discovery.  This  bill  prayed  that  it 
might  be  declared  that  the  deed  of  the  16th  of  February,  1867, 
was  not  a  due  execution  of  the  power  of  borrowing  contained  in 
the  company's  articles,  and  was  not  binding  on  the  company  or  its 
bondholders  or  shareholders ;  that  if  the  Court  held  the  power  of 
borrowing  to  be  well  exercised,  then  it  might  be  declared  to  what 
extent  the  property  and  effects  of  the  company  were  well  mortgaged 
to  the  society ;  that  if  the  Court  should  hold  the  deed  a  good 
security  to  any  extent,  it  might  be  declared  not  to  extend  to  any 
of  the  last*renewed  bills  outstanding  at  the  date  of  the  winding-up 
order;  that  on  the  like  assumption  that  the  deed  was  a  valid 
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security,  it  might  be  declared  that  it  was,  at  the  date  of  the  wind- 
ing-up order,  a  security  for  £63,200  only,  being  the  amount  of  the 
last-renewed  bills  of  exchange  accepted  by  the  society ;  and  that, 
in  estimating  the  debt  due  to  the  society,  no  bills  accepted  by 
persons  or  firms  other  than  the  society,  and  in  respect  of  which 
the  society  had  paid  nothing,  ought  to  be  treated  as  covered  by  the 
security ;  that,  on  the  like  assumption,  an  account  might  be  taken 
of  what  was  due  from  the  company  to  the  society  as  mortgagees 
in  possession,  and  that  the  company  might  be  at  liberty  to  redeem 
on  payment  of  what  should  be  found  due ;  that  the  society  might 
be  restrained  from  exercising  the  power  of  sale  in  the  deed  of  the 
16th  of  February,  1867 ;  and  that,  if  necessary  or  expedient,  a 
receiver  might  be  appointed. 

The  society  applied  that  the  company  might  be  ordered  to  giva 
security  for  costs.  The  Master  of  the  Bolls  made  the  oi-der,  say- 
ing, '^  I  am  of  opinion  that  a  wide  discretion  is  given  to  the  Court 
by  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  s.  69,  which  I  have  always  acted  upon 
by  compelling  a  company  in  liquidation  to  give  security  for  costs 
whenever  it  files  a  bill.  I  think  that  this  discretionary  power 
applies,  and  ought  to  be  exercised,  even  if  the  bill  should  be 
strictly  a  cross  bill,  which  I  think  this  is  not.  Wliether  it  be  so 
or  not,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  company  must  give  security  for 
costs ;  and,  as  I  have  held  in  former  cases,  not  merely  to  the  extent 
of  £100,  as  under  the  old  system,  but  substantial  security."  The 
security  was  afterwards  fixed  in  Chambers  at  £800. 
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Mr.  Fryj  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  CaoJcson,  for  the  Appellants : — 

The  Plaintiflf  in  a  cross  suit  is  never  ordered  to  give  security  for 
costs,  the  principle  being,  not  that  the  Defendant  by  suing  the 
Plaintiff  originally  has  admitted  the  jurisdiction,  but  that  a  person 
who,  though  nominally  a  Plaintiff,  is  really  only  a  Defendant,  is  to 
be  allowed  to  defend  himself  freely.  This  applies  to  a  company 
as  well  as  to  an  individual:  AcctderUal  and  Marine  Insurance 
Corporation  v.  Mercati  (1). 

[The  Lord  Justice  James: — Is  this  a  pure  cross  bill?  It 
seems  to  be  one  on  which  you  might  proceed  and  obtain  substan- 


(1)  Law  Rep.  8  Eq.  200. 
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tial  relief,  though  the  Plaintiff  in  the  original  suit  dismissed  his 
bill.    It  is  not,  therefore,  merely  a  defence.] 

That,  we  submit,  is  not  the  test,  as  appears  from  Aceidental  and 
Marine  Insurance  Corporation  v.  Mercaii  (1);  Maegregor  v. 
Shaw  (2) ;  Waiteeu  v.  BiUam  (3) ;  Wilkinson  v.  Lewis  (4) ;  in 
which  security  for  costs  was  not  ordered,  though  the  cross  bill 
sought  independent  substantial  relief. 

Mr.  Charles  Hall^  for  the  Defendants : — 

This  is  not  a  bond  fide  application  on  behalf  of  the  company, 
the  suit  being  by  bondholders  in  its  name.  Whatever  the  rule  may 
be  in  ordinary  cases,  it  ought  not  to  apply  where  the  nominal 
Plaintiff  in  the  cross  suit  is  insolvent  and  is  not  the  real  Plaintiff. 
There  appears  to  be  no  decision  on  the  point  in  equity,  but  at 
law  the  practice  is  quite  settled  :  Ball  v.  Ross  (5) ;  Chitttjs  Arch- 
holds  Practice  (6) ;  Mais  v.  MNamara  (7).  In  the  present  case, 
moreover,  the  bill  is  not  so  strictly  a  cross  bill  as  to  bring  the  case 
within  the  rule  that  a  Plaintiff  in  a  cross  bill  does  not  give  security 
for  costs :  Wadioe  Mining  Company  v.  Ferguson  (8). 

Mr.  Coohson^  in  reply  : — 

The  ease  of  the  United  Ports  and  General  Assurance  Company  y. 
HiU  (9)  is  in  our  favour.  In  Washoe  Mining  Company  v.  Ferguson 
the  cross  bill  was  not  a  bill  to  impeach  the  contract,  but  to  enforce 
a  different  agreement.  Here  the  substance  of  the  cross  bill  is 
to  set  aside  the  security,  which  is  mere  matter  of  defence. 


Sir  W.  M.  James,  L.J. : — 

I  am  of  opinion  that  this  case  is  entirely  governed  by  the  Washoe 
Mining  Company  v.  Ferguson.  The  bill  is  not  a  mere  cross  bill, 
the  case  being  exactly  like  that  of  a  bill  for  specifio  performance 
being  filed,  and  then  a  bill  being  filed  by  the  Defendant  for  spe- 
cific performance  of  the  same  contract  upon  a  different  construction 

(1)  Law  Rep.  3  Eq.  200.  (5)  1  Man.  &  G.  445. 

(2)  2  De  G.  &  Sm.  360.  (6)  12th  Ed.  1417. 

(3)  3  Ibid.  516.  (7)  5  Ex.  267. 

(4)  3  GifF.  394.  (8)  Law  Rep.  2  Eq.  371. 

(9)  Law  Rep.  5  Q.  B.  395. 
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of  it.    In  the  present  case  the  bill  does  not  merely  impeach  the     L.  J.  j. 
security,  but  seeks  to  redeem  on  a  different  footing  from  that  on        i872 
which  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  foreclosure  suit  ask  to  foreclose ;  it  is,      gittof 
therefore,  a  bill  seeking  to  enforce  an  agreement  on  different  terms  ^^^"^  ^'^^ 
from  those  contended  for  by  the  original  bill,  and  is  not  merely  a 
defence  to  tbe  original  suit.    It  is  no  answer  to  this  to  say,  that 
the  first  paragraph  of  the  prayer  is  the  substantial  one.    It  may 
'  be  that  the  other  paragraphs  of  the  prayer  are  the  only  ones  on 
which  there  is  the  slightest  prospect  of  obtaining  relief;  and  if 
the  Appellants'  argument  on  this   point  were  to  be  allowed,  a 
Defendant  might  avoid  giving  security  for  the  costs  of  a  so-called 
cross  suit  by  commencing  his  prayer  with  a  clause  under  which  he 
had  no  idea  of  ever  obtaining  anything.     On  this  ground,  there- 
fore, the  appeal  motion  must  be  refused.    But  I  am  disposed  to 
agree  with  the  Master  of  the  KoUs  that,  whenever  a  bill  is  filed  in 
the  name  of  a  company  which  is  being  wound  up,  security  for 
costs  must  be  given,  whether  the  bill  be  a  purely  cross  bill  or  not. 

Solicitors:  Mr.  Clements;  Messrs.  Harrison^  Beat,  &  Harbisons. 


In  re  WYNNE. 

Lunacy — Practice — Jurisdiction — Agreement  by  Committee  to  grant  a  Lease, 

A  gentleman  entered  into  an  arrangement  by  letter  with  the  land  assent 
who  acted  for  the  committee  of  a  lunatic's  estate,  to  take  a  lease  of  part  of 
the  estate  for  a  term  of  three  years.  No  formal  agreement  was  entered  into, 
nor  was  the  sanction  of  the  Master  in  Lunacy  applied  for,  but  the  tenant  was 
let  into  possession,  and  expended  a  considerable  sum  in  repairs  and  improve- 
ments. After  he  had  been  nearly  eighteen  months  in  possession,  the  com- 
mittee gave  him  six  months'  notice  to  quit,  upon  which  he  applied  by 
Petition  to  have  the  terms  of  his  arrangement  with  the  agent  carried  into 
effect : — 

Beld,  that  the  Court  had  jurisdiction  to  make  an  order  giving  effect  to  that 
arrangement ;  and  order  accordingly. 

oOEN  WYNNE  having  been  found  to  be  a  person  of  unsound 
mind,  his  wife,  Virginia  Wynne,  was,  in  July,  1858,  appointed 
.committee  of  his  person  and  estate. 


^  L.JJ. 

1872 
Feb,  17. 


Wynne. 
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L.  JJ.  Part  of  the  lunatic's  property  coDsisted  of  an  estate  comprising 

1872  a  mansion-house  and  farm,  which,  in  the  beginning  of  1870,  were 
inre  occupied  by  Mr.  Blezard.  William  Jones  acted  as  agent  for  the 
committee,  and  all  communications  relating  to  the  property  were 
made  to  him.  In  1870  Mr.  Blezard,  being  desirous  of  leaving  the 
place,  arranged  to  hand  it  over  to  the  Petitioner,  Mr.  Cope,  if  Mr. 
Cope  would  buy  his  furniture  and  conld  get  himself  accepted  as 
tenant.  Mr.  Cope^  who  required  the  property  as  a  summer  resi- 
dence and  for  sporting,  had  an  interview  in  March,  1870,  with 
Mr.  Jones,  who,  as  Mr.  Cope  deposed,  represented  himself  as  an 
agent  entitled  to  let  the  property,  and  in  the  same  month  letters 
passed  between  him  and  Mr.  Cope,  which,  assuming  Mr.  Jones* 
capacity  to  contract,  constituted  an  agreement  for  a  lease  for  three 
years  from  the  25th  of  IJarch,  1870.  No  further  agreement  was 
signed,  nor  was  the  sanction  of  the  Master  in  Lunacy  applied  for ; 
but  on  the  last-named  day  Mr.  Cope  entered  into  possession  with 
the  knowledge  of  the  committee.  Mr.  Cope  paid  for  the  furniture 
and  tenant's  fixtures,  and  expended  upwards  of  £400  in  repairs 
and  permanent  improvements. 

On  the  14th  of  September,  1871,  the  committee  served  Mr. 
Cope  with  notice  to  quit  on  Lady  Day,  1872.  The  rent  was  not 
in  arrear,  nor  was  it  alleged  to  be  too  low,  nor  was  any  ground 
suggested  for  objecting  to  Mr.  Cope  as  a  tenant. 

Mr.  Cope  thereupon  presented  his  Petition  in  lunacy,  and  in  the 
matter  of  the  Lunacy  Regulation  Act,  1853,  praying  that  Virginia 
Wynne,  as  the  committee  of  the  estate,  might  be  directed  to  grant 
the  Petitioner  a  lease  in  conformity  with  the  terms  agreed  upon 
between  him  and  Mr.  Jones,  as  mentioned  above,  and  might  be 
restrained  from  ejecting  the  Petitioner. 

Mr.  LUUe^  Q*C.,  and  Mr.  Jackson^  for  the  Petitioner. 

Mr.  Southgate,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Jones-Bateman,  for  the  committee, 
raised  the  question  of  jurisdiction,  the  Petitioner  being  a  person 
not  interested  in  the  lunatic's  estate,  but  did  not  very  strongly 
press  the  objection. 

Their  Lordships  thought  that  they  had  jurisdiction  to  make 
the  order,  and  that  it  would  be  right  to  make  it  in  the  cir- 
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cumstances  of  the  present  case,  for  that  the  Court  would  do  on       L.  JJ. 
behalf  of  a  lunatic  what  a  just  and  reasonable  owner  would  do.       1872 
They  accordingly  directed  the  committee  to  allow  the  Petitioner       jj^^ 

to  remain  in  possession  on  the  present  terms  till  Laly  Day,  ^^^'^ 
1873. 

Solicitors:  Mr.  J.  H.  Lydall;  Messrs.  MeredWis,  Roberts,  & 
MUh. 


Vui.  VII.  T  I 
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L.C.  SINNETT  V.  HERBERT. 

1S2  [1868    S.    169. 

•/an,  15, 16,17.  ' 

— .  Will— Mortmain — Gift  to  erect  or  endow  a  Church—Endowment  nf  Future 

Church—ImpractioaUe  Obfeet—Cy-prh—^S  Geo.  3,  c.  108. 

A  gift  for  the  endowment  of  a  future  churcli  is  not  void  under  the  Mori' 
main  Act. 

A  testatrix  gave  the  residue  of  her  personal  estate  to  trustees  upon  trust 
to  be  by  them  applied  in  aid  of  erecting  or  endowing  an  additional  church  at 
A:— 

Held  (reversing  the  decision  of  Bacon^  V.C.)i  that  the  gift  was  not  intended 
to  be  confined  to  a  church  to  be  erected  or  commenced  before  the  death  of  the 
testatrix,  bat  was  applicable  to  any  future  church. 

An  inquiry  was  directed  whether  the  residuary  personal  estate  could  be 
employed  in  aid  of  erecting  or  endowing  an  additional  church  at  ^.  . 

Whether  the  Court  will  hold  a  fund  for  an  indefinite  time  which  has  been 
given  for  a  charitable  object,  where  there  is  no  reasonable  prospect  of  carrying 
it  into  execution — Qusore, 

Whether  the  doctrine  of  cy-pres  applies  where  there  is  a  gift  to  a  particular 
object  which  there  is  no  reasonable  prospect  of  carrying  into  execution — Qtaere. 

Where  pure  and  impure  personalty  is  given  to  trustees  to  erect  or  endow  a 
church,  they  are  entitled,  under  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  108,  to  £500  out  of  the 
impure  personalty,  in  addition  to  the  whole  of  the  pure  personalty. 

J  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  Viee-Cliancellor  Bacon  (1). 

Mary  Moine,  by  her  will,  dated  the  7th  of  April,  1865,  after 
giving  certain  annuities  and  disposing  of  her  real  estates,  be- 
queathed to  Frederick  Rowland  Roberts  and  John  Sinnett,  whom 
she  appointed  her  executors,  £3C00,  "  to  be  by  them  applied  in 
aid  of  an  endowment  for  a  Welsh  church  now  in  course  of  erection 
at  AberyriwUh,  And  as  for  and  concerning  the  residue  of  my 
personal  estates  and  effects,  subject  to  the  payment  of  my  debts, 
funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  and  the  legacies  hereinbefore 
by  me  bequeathed,  I  bequeath  the  same  to  the  said  F.  B.  Roberts 
and  J.  Sinnett  upon  trust  to  be  by  them  applied  in  aid  of  erect- 
ing or  of  endowing  an  additional  church  at  Aberysttvith  aforesaid.*' 

The  testatrix  died  on  tho  10th  of  December,  1866. 

A  suit  haying  been  instituted  for  the  administration  of  the 

(1)  Law  Rep.  12  Eq.  201. 
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testatrix's  estate,  an  inquiry  was  directed  by  the  decree  whether  L.  a 
there  was  any  chnrch  answering  the  description  in  the  will  of  "  an  ignr 
additional  chnrch  at  MeryttwUh  **  being  erected  or  being  abont  to 
be  erected  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  testatrix. 

By  his  certificate,  the  Chief  Clerk  found  that  there  was  not  any 
church  answering  the  description  in  the  will  of  an  additional 
church  at  AberydwUh  being  erected  or  being  about  to  be  erected 
at  the  time  of  the  testatrix's  death. 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence  of  the  Yicar  of  AberydwUhy  that 
at  the  date  of  the  will  there  was  at  Aberyslwith  the  Church  of  81. 
Michael,  which  was  constituted  by  Order  in  Council  in  1861  the 
district  church,  and  that  there  was  also  a  church  then  in  course  of 
erection  as  a  chapel  of  ease  to  St.  HfciaeTs,  and  known  as  the 
"Welsh  Church,"  from  its  being  intended  to  hold  the  services 
therein  in  Welsh.  This  church  was  opened  for  public  worship  in 
August,  1867.  Beyond  these  two  churches,  there  was  no  other 
church  at  Aberystwith,  and  there  was  not  any  church  being  erected 
or  being  about  to  be  erected  there,  although,  as  the  Vicar  stated, 
he  had  often  talked  with  the  testatrix  respecting  the  endowment 
of  the  Welsh  Church,  and  the  necesnty  during  the  summer 
season  of  additional  church  accommodation,  either  by  enlarging 
St.  Miehads^  or  by  building  an  additional  church,  or  by  having  an 
additional  service  for  visitors  at  the  Welsh  Church. 

The  Yice-Chanoellor  held  that  the  gift  of  the  residne  was  not 
intended  fo  provide  an  endowment,  ezcqvt  in  the  event  of  a  church 
being  erected  or  in  course  of  erection  at  the  testatrix's  death,  and 
that  the  gift,  therefore,  fiuled. 
,   From  this  decision  the  Attorney-General  appealed. 

The  SoUcttor-Oenerdl  (Sir  G.  Jessd)^  and  Mr«  Hemminff,  for  the 
Attorney-General  :— 

The  construction  put  by  the  Vice-Chancellor  upon  the  gift  is 
erroneous.  The  testatrix  clearly  had  in  her  mind  the  endowment 
of  a  future  church.  A  gift  to  build  or  endow  a  church  is  good  in 
the  alternative :  SiuHirds  v.  Hatt  (1) ;  although  it  was  at  one  time 
doubted  whether  a  gift  to  endow  a  future  churoh  was  not  void,  as 

(1)  llHare,l»10;6D.M.&a74. 
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£^  Q^  tending  to  bring  fresh  land  into  mortmain.  Bnt  that  doubt  is 
1872  ^^^  ^^  ^^  ^'^^*  PhUpott  y«  St.  George's  Hospital  (1).  The  ob* 
jection  on  the  ground  of  remoteness  does  not  apply  to  a  charity ; 
v^  _  and  if  no  object  can  be  found  within  a  reasonable  time,  the  gift 
will  be  applied  ey-pres. 

Mr.  Bfidowe,  Q.C.9  and  Mr.  Fellows,  for  some  of  the  next  of  kin 
of  the  testatrix ;  and  Mr.  Kay,  Q.C,  and  Mr.  Speed,  for  others  of 
the  nest  of  kin  :— 

The  construction  put  upon  the  gift  by  the  Vice-Chancellor  \s 
correct  The  word  '^ endow"  means  to  give  a  benefit  to  some 
existing  thing :  Eiwards  y.  JSaff  (2).  And  if  there  was  no  church 
existing  or  in  course  of  erection  at  the  testatrix's  death,  the  gift 
must  &il.  If  the  gift  is  construed  as  applicable  to  a  future 
church,  it  fails  for  remoteness.  The  Court  will  not  hold  a  fund 
for  an  indefinite  time.  The  doctrine  of  cypres  does  not  apply  to 
cases  where  there  is  a  gift  for  a  definite  object  specified  by  the 
testator,  and  no  general  dedication  of  the  gift  to  charity.  If  the 
definite  object  fails,  the  gift  &tils  also :  Cherry  v.  Mott  (3) ;  Corbyn 
V.  French  (4) ;  AUomey-Qeneral  v-  Bishop  of  Oxford  (5) ;  Clarh  v. 
Taylor  (6). 

Mr.  Amphiett,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Speed,  for  the  Plaintiff's. 

The  SdicHor-Oenerat,  in  reply,  cited,  on  the  question  of  remote* 
ness,  Vaughan  v.  Farrer  (7);  AUomey-Oeneroi  v.  BouHes  (8); 
OaslrU  V.  Baker  (9) ;  WhUe  v.  Whiie  (10) ;  Bemal  v.  Bemal  (1 1). 
He  also  claimed,  in  addition  to  the  pure  personalty,  the  impure 
personalty  to  the  amount  of  £500,  under  48  Qeo.  3,  c.  108,  and  on 
this  point  referred  to  Oirdlestone  t.  Creed  (12). 

Mr.  Bristowe,  in  reply,  as  to  the  effect  of  43  Geo.  3,  c.  108,  re- 
ferred to  Incorporated  Church  Building  Society  v.  Coles  (13). 

(1)  6  H.  L.  C.  838.  (7)  2  Vcs.  Sen.  182. 

(2)  11  Hare,  1 ;  6  D.  M.  &  G.  74.  (8)  Ibid.  647. 

(3)  1  My.  &  Cr.  123.  (9)  Cited  Ibid.  185. 

(4)  4  Ves.  41«.  (10)  7  Ves.  423. 

(5)  1   Bro.  C.  C.  by  Eden,  444,  (11)  8  My.  &  Cr.  56a 
n.  q. ;  cited  4  Veu.  431.  (12)  10  Hare,  480. 

(0)  1  Drew.  642.  (13)  6  D.  M.  &  G.  324. 
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Jan  16.    Lord  Hatherlbt,  L.C. :—  l.  o. 

Upon  the  construction  of  the  will  I  have  no  hesitation  in  saying       ^^72 


that  I  can  hardly  follow  the  reasoning  by  which  the  learned  Vice-  finmrr 
Chancellor  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  testatrix,  by  the  words 
of  her  willy  referred  to  a  church  which  should  be  built  during  her 
life,  so  that  at  the  time  of  her  death  there  should  be  something  in 
existence  which  might  be  endowed  with  the  residue  she  disposed 
of.  The  course  she  took  was  this :  She  gave  a  definite  gift  to- 
wards the  building  of  a  particular  church,  which  was  in  course 
of  erection  during  her  lifetime,  and  having  done  that  she  gave  the 
whole  of  her  residuary  personal  estate  towards  the  erection  or 
endowment  of  an  additional  church  at  AherydwUh.  It  therefore 
appears  clear  to  me  that  her  mind  was  contemplating  the  future, 
and  that  she  was  thinking  of  no  church  in  particular.  If  there 
had  been  three  or  four  churches  built  when  she  died,  the  question 
for  the  trustees  would  have  been  to  which  they  would  prefer  to 
give  the  benefit  of  the  endowment  They  are  not  tied  down  to 
any  particular  church,  but  only  to  a  church  at  Aberystivith.  That 
being  so,  there  appears  to  have  been  a  direction  by  the  original 
decree  for  an  inquiry  whether  any  church  was  being  built  or  about 
to  be  built.  That  is  confined  to  the  time  of  her  death,  but  I  think 
the  inquiry  ought  to  be  extended  to  any  proceedings  which  are 
now  about  to  be  taken  for  building  a  church.  Supposing  an 
answer  comes  back  in  the  negative,  then  arises  the  question  upon 
which  there  is^some  confiict  of  authorities,  for  the  modem  deci- 
sions have  not  been  so  favourable  to  charities  as  some  of  the  older 
authorities  were.  The  question  I  have  to  consider  is,  reading  the 
gift  as  I  do  as  a  bequest ''  for  aiding  the  erection  or  endowment  of 
any  church  which  at  any  time  hereafter  may  be  built  at  Aber- 
ysttoithf"  how  far  that  bequest  can  be  supported  ?  First :  Can  such 
a  trust  be  executed  ey-pres  if  no  opportunity  appears  within  any 
reasonable  time  for  applying  the  fund  as  directed  by  the  testatrix  ? 
Suppose  an  extreme  case.  If,  for  instance,  a  person  should  leave 
money  in  order  that  when  a  Chinese  ambassador  should  be  ap- 
pointed, a  chapel  might  be  provided  for  his  household,  the  executors 
would  have  to  wait  till  a  Chinese  ambassador  was  appointed  before 
the  money  (iould  have  any  lawful  application.  The  question  is, 
what  is  to  b^  JQn^  ip  spph  cases?    There  are  many  authoriti^ 
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U  a       upon  the  point ;  bat  the  early  authorities  are  quite  eleary  that  if 

1873        a  particular  purpose  is  fmstratedi  even  if  it  be  unlawful,  then  you 

gjJ[J|^     may  apply  it  cy-pres.    Such  was  AUomey-General  v.  Baxter  (1), 

„  V*         in  which  the  gift  was  held  to  be  void  in  consequence  of  its  being 

^-^  *    supposed  to  be  against  the  law  to  carry  it  into  effect.     The  decree 

was  afterwards  reversed  on  the  ground  that  the  gift  was  not  void ; 

but  the  original  decree  was,  that,  as  the  bequest  was  against  the 

law,  it  should  be  applied  to  some  other  charitable  purpose.    That 

does  not  seem  to  be  now  recognised  as  law. 

That  question  was  a  good  deal  discussed  in  the  case  of 
Corbyn  v.  French  (2),  in  which  Attorney-General  v.  Bishop  of 
Oxford  (3)  was  referred  to.  In  the  latter  case  the  trust  was  to 
establish  a  church  in  a  certain  place,  where  no  permission  for  the 
|>urpose  could  be  obtained  from  the  Bishop  of  Oxford.  Ulti- 
mately the  Court  seems  to  have  sanctioned  what  appears  to  have 
been  in  the  nature  of  a  compromise,  and  an  arrangement  was 
come  to  by  which  the  next  of  kin  consented  to  £3000  being 
spent  for  this  purpose,  and  the  remainder  of  the  residue  was  paid 
over  to  them.  Then  followed  the  case  of  Aitomey-Qeneral  v. 
Andrew  -(4),  before  Lord  LougKborough^  which  is  more  analagous,  I 
think,  to  the  case  before  us.  Theiie  was  a  gift  by  Dr.  Andrew  for 
the  purpose  of  founding  scholarships  at  Trinity  College,  Cambridge^ 
for  whjch  he  had  an  affection.  The  coUege  refused  to  accept  the 
trusts,  and  therefore  an  inquiry  was  directed  whether  any  scheme 
could  be  devised  for  founding  scholarships  at  Trinity  College 
within  the  terms  of  the  will,  and  that  decree  was  confirmed  by 
the  House  of  Lords.  It  is,  therefore,  a  case  of  considerable 
authority.  I  do  not  know  what  ultimately  became  of  that  case. 
But  if  the  college  refused  to  accept  the  gift  on  the  terms  offered, 
would  it  have  to  be  applied  ey-pres  to  some  other  or  totally  diffe- 
rent purpose,  or  to  be  held  in  suspense  for  a  definite  period  ? 

The  cases  which  have  been  cited  by  the  Solicitor-General  have 
been  cases  in  which  there  were  future  operations  to  be  performed, 
but  the  scheme  might  be  one  to  be  carried  into  effect  at  once — as 
in  the  case  of  a  hospital,  which  might  be  built  at  once ;  so  in  the 
other,  case  which  I  put  during  the  argument — a  gift  in  former  times 

(1)  1  Vem.  248.  (3)  4  Ves.  431. 

(2)  4  Ves.  416.  (4)  3  Ibid.  633. 
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for  the  redemption  of  Barbary  slaves.  Although  there  might  be  L.  0. 
none  at  a  given  time,  such  a  gift  would  apply  to  all  those  who  were  1872^ 
in  future  subject  to  that  calamity ;  and  the  Court  would  direct  a  swneit 
scheme  for  that  purpose.  But  suppose  anybody  were  now  to  make 
a  bequest  in  the  possible  contingency  of  the  Arabs  getting  the 
better  of  the  French  Government  and  re-possessing  Algiers^  the 
question  would  arise  whether  a  prospective  bequest  of  that  sort 
could  be  carried  into  effect  by  the  Court ;  whether  it  would  be  a 
case  for  the  application  of  the  cy-pfes  doctrine,  or  whether  it  would 
be  considered  as  a  matter  altogether  not  feasibloi  and  therefore  on 
that  account,  and  on  that  account  only,  nuU  and  void  That  is  ohe 
point  upon  which  I  should  like  to  hear  arguments  by  one  counsel 
on  each  side.  I  do  not  think  the  case  of  Bernal  y.Bernal  (1)  is 
exactly  a  ease  in  point,  because  it  might  almost  bo  taken  for 
granted  that  every  person  in  the  world,  if  he  has  not  already,  is 
likely  to  have,  ere  long,  poor  relations. 

There  is  another  point  also  with  respect  to  which  I  should  like 
to  hear  further  argument^  namely,  with  respect  to  the  application 
of  the  sum  of  £500  which  may  be  taken  out  of  the  impure 
personalty  under  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  108. 


Jan.  17.  The  case  was  accordingly  re-argued  on  the  points  indi-^ 
cated  by  the  Lord  Chancellor. 

The  SoUciior-  Oenerdl  (Mr.  Hemming  with  him),  for  the  Attorney- 
General  : — 

A  gift  to  a  charitable  purpose,  if  lawful  in  itself,  is  good,  al- 
though  no  object  may  be  in  existence  at  the  time.  This  was 
expressly  decided  in  Attomey-Oeneralr.  Bishop  of  Chester  (2),  where 
the  gift  was  for  tlie  purpose  of  establishing  a  bishop  in  His  Majesty's 
dominions  in  America.  In  that  case  the  money  was  directed  to 
remain  in  Court  till  it  should  be  seen  whether  any  bishop  would 
be  appointed.  Aitomey-Oeneral  v.  Bishop  of  Oaford  (3)  is  not 
inconsistent  with  this.  For  although  the  bishop  refused  to  consent 
to  the  building  of  a  church,  the  gift  was  not  declared  void ;  but 

(1)  3  My.  ft  Or.  559.  (3)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  by  Eden,  444,  n.  q. ; 

(2)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  444.  cited  4  Ve«.  431. 
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L.  C.       an  inquiry  was  directed  how  the  residue  could  be  best  applied. 
1872       The  rule  against  remoteness  is  a  technical  common  law  rule  which 
SiNNrrr     ^^  never  been  held  to  apply  to  charitable  gifts. 

If  the  gift  in  the  present  case  cannot  be  carried  into  e£Pect  within 
a  reasonable  time,  it  ought  to  be  applied  et/'pres.  The  rule  is  well 
established,  that  where  there  is  an  intention  to  devote  the  gift  to 
charity,  and  the  particular  object  fails,  the  gift  is  to  be  applied 
cy-pres.  The  rule  is  correctly  expressed  by  Mr.  Jarman  (1),  "If 
the  donor  declare  his  intention  in  favour  of  charity  indefinitely, 
without  any  specification  of  objects,  or  in  favour  of  defined  objects 
which  happen  to  fail  from  whatever  cause — although  in  such  cases 
the  particular  mode  of  operation  contemplated  by  the  testator  is 
uncertain  or  impracticable — yet  the  general  purpose  being  charity, 
such  purpose  will,  notwithstanding  the  indefiniteness,  illegality,  or 
failure  of  its  immediate  objects,  be  carried  into  effect."  Hayter  v. 
Treffo  (2)  and  Loscomhe  v.  WirUringliam  (3)  are  instances  where 
the  gift  was  impracticable,  and  Bennett  v.  Hayter  (4)  where  it  was 
ambiguous.  Tlie  only  exception  is  where  the  gift  is  to  an  object 
forbidden  by  statute.  The  distinction  between  a  particular  and 
general  gift  to  charity  made  by  some  text  writers,  and  introduced 
into  the  later  editions  of  Jarmarhy  cannot  be  supported.  It  rests 
entirely  upon  some  modem  cases  which,  so  far  as  they  touch  the 
jpoint,  are  irreconcilable  with  the  old  authorities,  and  are  not  law. 
Cherry  v.  Mott  (5)  was  the  case  of  a  conditional  legacy,  and  the 
observations  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  on  the  doctrine  of  cy- 
pres were  mere  dicta  not  necessary  for  the  decision.  Attorney- 
Oeneral  v.  Andrew .  (G),  Mills  v.  Farmer  (7)  Moggridge  v.  Thack- 
well  (8),  Gary  v.  Allot  (9),  De  Costa  v.  De  Pas  (10),  Attorney-Oene- 
ral  V.  BouUlee  (11),  Incorporated  Society  v.  Price  (12),  Marsh  v.  At- 
torney-Oeneral  (13),  are  in  our  favour.  With  respect  to  the  cases 
which  appear  inconsistent,  in  Clarh  v.  Taylor  (14)  and  BusseU  v. 

(1)  Jarm.  on  Wills,  vol.  i.  3rd  Ed.  (7)  1  Men  65. 
p.  223.                                                              (8)  7  Ves.  36. 

(2)  5  Ru88. 113.  (9)  Ibid.  490. 

(3)  13  Beav.  87.  (10)  Arab.  228. 

(4)  2  Ibid.  81.  (11)  2  Vea.  380. 

(5)  1  My.  &  Cr.  123.  (12)  IJ.  &  Lat.  49a 

(6)  3  Vcs.  633,  (13)  2  J.  &  H.  61, 

(14)  1  Drew.  642. 
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KdleU  (1),  the  objects  were  private^  not  public^  charity.   Chajpman       L.  C. 
V.  Brown  (2)  was  dissented  from  by  your  Lordship  in  the  late  case        1872 
of  Fide  V.  Attorney-Oeneral  (3).    In  Marsh  v.  Means  (4)  there  was     SiNnnr 
no  charitable  purpose  at  all. 

With  respect  to  the  statute  43  Geo.  3,  c.  108,  which  permits 
£500  to  be  applied  to  building  a  churchy  the  whole  of  that  sum 
may  be  taken  out  of  the  impure  personalty.  There  was  no  obli- 
gation on  the  trustees  to  adopt  either  alternative  in  the  gift ;  they 
are  at  liberty  to  apply  the  whole  of  the  pure  personalty  to  the 
endowment  of  a  church,  and  they  can  then  apply  the  £500  under 
the  statute  in  building :  Oirdlestone  v.  Creed  (5). 

Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.  (Mr.  Speed  with  him),  for  some  of  the  next  of  kin, 
and 

Mr.  Bristowe,  Q.C.  (Mr.  FeHows  with  him),  for  others  of  the 
next  of  kin  : — 

There  being  no  object  in  existence,  or  likely  to  be  in  existence 
within  a  reasonable  time,  the  gift  fails  absolutely.  The  Court  will 
not  keep  the  fund  indefinitely,  in  expectation  of  an  occasion  for 
its  application  arising ;  and  the  only  real  question  is,  whether  it  can 
be  applied  cy-pres.  But  the  doctrine  of  cy-pres  has  never  been 
held  to  apply  to  cases  where  there  is  no  general  dedication  of  the 
fund  to  charity.  The  distinction  between  a  particular  gift  to 
charity  and  a  general  gift  is  well  established :  Cherry  v.  Mott  (6) ; 
New  V.  BonaJcer  (7)  ;  Simon  v.  Barber  (8).  In  the  case  of  AUomey» 
General  v.  Bishop  of  Oasford  (9),  a  scheme  was  sanctioned  with  the 
consent  of  the  residuary  legatees ;  but  that  compromise  could  not 
have  been  made  if  the  whole  fund  has  been  impressed  with  a 
charitable  trust.  It  is  therefore  no  authority  for  the  application  of 
the  doctrine,  unless  there  is  such  a  general  dedication  to  charity. 
The  same  distinction  is  recognised  in  Chrh  v.  Taylor  (10) ;  BuUoek 
y.  Bennelt  (11);^  Russell  v.  KeUelt ;  Marsh  v.  Means;  Bussdl  v. 
Jackson  (12). 

(1)  3  Sm.  &  Giff.  264.  (7)  Law  Bep.  4  £q.  655. 

(2)  6  Vc8.  404.  (8)  5  Bubs.  112. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  4  Eq.  521.  (9)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  by  Eden,  444,  d.  q. ; 

(4)  3  Jur.  (N.S.)  79a  cited  4  Ves.  431. 

(5)  8  Hare,  208 ;  10  Hare,  480.  (10)  1  Drew.  642. 

(6)  1  My.  &  Cr.  123.  (11)  7  D.  M.  &  G.  283. 

(12)  10  Hare,  204. 
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L.  0.  With  respect  to  the  £500,  under  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  108,  the 

}^       object  of  that  statute  was  to  permit  a  limited  disposition  of  a 

SiHKKTT     specific  amoant  to  building  a  church,  not  to  save  £500  out  of  a 

Hebbest.    general  gift  which  would  be  otherwise  void:  In  re  WatmougVs 

""^        Truda  (1) ;  Incorporated  Church  BuUding  Society  v.  Coles  (2).    At 

all  events  the  £500  ought  to  be  taken  pro  raid  out  ^f  the  pure 

and  mixed  personalty,  and  not  exdusiyely  out  of  the  latter. 

LoBD  Hatherley,  L.0.  : — 

I  entertain  no  doubt  as  to  what  ought  to  be  done  in  the  present 
case.  Very  able  arguments  on  both  sides  have  been  addressed  to 
me  this  morning  with  respect  to  the  application  of  the  doctrine  of 
ey-pres,  but  I  do  not  think  that  there  is  any  necessity  for  going 
into  that  question  at  present  As  far  as  I  can  judge  from  what 
has  been  stated  there  is  a  possibility  of  a  church  being  built  at 
Aherysiwith,  and  therefore  I  think  it  is  extremely  probable-that  we 
may  never  arrive  at  the  application  of  that  doctrine  at  all. 

I  think  it  is  plain  in  the  first  place  that  upon  the  true  construc- 
tion of  the  will  the  bequest  must  be  taken  to  be  a  bequest  for  the 
purpose  of  aiding  in  the  erection  of  any  additional  church  in 
Aherysiwith.  I  difier  so  far  from  the  Vice-chancellor,  who  thought 
that  the  testatrix  intended  to  confine  her  executors  to  the  case  of 
an  actual  church  erected  and  requiring  endowment,  or  a  church  in 
progress  of  erection  at  the  time  of  her  death. 

As  to  the  difficulty  from  the  possible  remoteness  of  the  time 
when  her  intention  can  be  carried  into  effect,  I  think  the  case  of  the 
Attorney-General  v.  Bishop  of  Chester  (3)  is  a  complete  answer.  In 
that  case  the  very  point  which  arises  here  was  suggested.  There 
was  a  sum  of  £1000  left  for  a  good  charitable  purpose,  namely, 
for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a  bishop  in  the  king's  dominions  in 
America.  There  was  no  bishop  in  America.  The  sum,  being  only 
£1000,  was  not  very  likely^  in  itself  to  be  sufficient  to  establish  a 
bishop.  Nothing  could  be  more  remote,  or  less  likely  to  happen 
within  a  reasonable  period,  than  the  appropriation  of  that  fund  to 
that  particular  object  But  tiie  Court  did  not  direct  any  application 

(1)  Uw  Rep.  8  Eq.  272.  (2)  6  D.  M.  &fi.  324. 

(3)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  Hi. 
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of  the  fund  according  to  the  cy-pres  doctrine ;  it  would  not  allow       U  0. 

the  fund  to  be  dealt  with  immediately^  but  directed  the  fund  to       1872 
remain  in  hand  for  a  time  with  liberty  to  apply,  because  it  was  not 

known  whether  any  bishop  would  be  established.    But  that  the 

Court  would  continue  to  retain  it  for  ever,  waiting  until  a  bishop 

should  be  appointed,  I  think  is  a  very  doubtful  proposition. 

There  have  been  numerous  cases  of  gifts  to  charities  where  an 
inquiry  has  been  directed,  whether  there  is  anything  in  esse  to  which 
the  fund  of  the  testator  can  be  properly  applied  so  as  to  carry 
out  his  wishes.  One  of  the  last  of  such  cases  was  that  cited  by 
Mr.  Brisbyive^  Russdl  v.  Jackson  (1),  in  which  the  testator  wished 
a  Socialist  school  to  be  established.  The  Court  held  the  gift  as 
to  the  impure  personalty  to  be  bad  under  the  Statute  of  Mortmain. 
It  then  directed  an  inquiry  what  the  principles  of  Socialism  were, 
in  order  to  see  whether  they  contained  anything  really  objection- 
able. A  similar  inquiry  appears  to  have  been  directed  in  the  case 
of  Thompson  v.  Thompson  (2),  where  the  testator  left  a  fund  for 
the  appointment  of  a  professor  to  teach  his  opinions  as  contained 
in  the  testator's  printed  books,  which  nobody  at  that  time  had 
read.  It  being  found  on  inquiry  that  there  was  nothing  contrary 
to  morality  or  religion  in  the  opinions  contained  in  those  books,  the 
trust  was  ordered  by  the  Court  to  be  carried'  out. 

The  course,  therefore,  that  seems  to  me  the  correct  one,  upon 
the  first  part  of  the  case,  is  to  direct  an  inquiry  at  Chambers 
whether  or  not  the  funds  which  are  effectually  given  to  the 
trustees  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  in  erecting  or  endowing  a 
church  at  Aberystwith,  or  any  and  what  part  thereof,  can  be  so 
laid  out  and  employed. 

Then,  with  regard  to  the  question  as  to  the  £500,  I  entertain 
no  doubt  about  it  The  case  stands  thus :  Supposing  there  was 
no  question  as  to  the  application  of  the  Mortmain  Act,  the  testatrix 
having  given  the  whole  of  her  residuary  estate  for  the  purpose  of 
aiding  in  erecting  or  endowing  an  additional  church,  the  executors 
and  trustees  would  be  justified  either  in  applying  the  whole  in 
erecting  a  church,  or  the  whole  in  endowing  a  church,  or  such 
part  as  they  thought  fit  in  erecting  and  such  part  as  they  thought 
fit  in  endowing, 

(1)  10  Hare,  204.  (2)  1  CoU.  396. 
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L.  c.  In  that  respect  this  case  diflTers  from  Girdlestone  v.  Creed  (1), 

1S72  where  the  bequest  was  to  build  "  and  "  endow  a  church.  If  the  gift 
SiNNETT  went  into  a  general  fund  the  question  would  arise  how  much  was 
to  be  devoted  to  building  and  how  much  to  endowment ;  and  but 
for  the  saving  statute  such  a  bequest  for  the  building  and  endow- 
ing of  churches  would^  upon  several  authorities,  have  been  totally 
Toidy  because  the  one  object  could  not  be  separated  from  the 
other.  But  then  comes  the  statute  43  Ceo.  3,  c.  108,  which  says 
that  you  can,  to  the  extent  of  £500,  bequeath  money  for  the 
building  of  churches. 

An  argument  has  been  put  forward  by  Mr.  Kay  and  Mr.  Brtstotve 
to  shew  that  there  is  the  same  difficulty  in  this  will  as  where 
there  is  a  bequest  to  build  and  endow.  They  say  that,  when 
the  £500  has  been  saved  out  of  the  fund,  there  is  still  nothing 
in  the  will  to  shew  any  intention  of  the  testatrix  as  to  what 
proportion  of  the  residue  is  to  be  applied  in  building,  and  what 
part  in  endowment;  and  therefore  the  whole  gift  must  fail.  But 
I  do  not  think  that  there  is  any  force  in  that  argument.  The 
testatrix  has  said,  '^  You  may  take  as  much  of  my  personal  estate 
as  yon  like,  whether  mixed  or  pure  personalty,  and  you  may  apply 
any  portion  of  it  either  towards  the  building  or  towards  the 
endowing  as  you  see  best."  If  there  were  no  statute  at  all  on  the 
subject  the  will  would  authorize  them  to  employ  it  in  such  a  manner, 
and  according  to  such  proportions,  as  they  thought  fit.  Then,  the 
Statute  of  Mortmain  being  brought  into  the  question,  it  is  found  that 
the  one  thing  is  utterly  prohibited  by  it,  and,  therefore,  the  whole 
scheme  would  have  failed ;  but  the  choice  being  given  of  devoting 
it  to  one  of  two  purposes,  the  whole  will  be  saved  for  the  legi- 
timate purpose.  Then  another  statute  having  interposed,  enacting 
that  a  testatrix  may  give  £500  for  building  a  church,  and  the 
testatrix  having  attempted  to  give  the  whole  mixed  fund,  the 
Court  of  Chancery  takes  care  to  draw  out  the  £500,  and  declares 
the  rest  of  that  gift  void  under  the  Statute  of  Mortmain.  Thus 
the  executors  are  placed  in  possession  of  two  funds,  namely,  the 
pure  personalty  and  £500  of  mixed  personalty,  which  they  may 
devote  to  the  purposes  of  the  gift. 
It  is  then  contended  by  Mr.  Bristowe  that,  at  all  events,  the  £500 

(I)  13  Hare,  208 ;  10  Hare,  480. 
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should  be  apportioned  between  the  mixed  and  pure  personalty.       L.  c. 
Bat  I  take  it  the  true  construction  is,  that  you  arc  to  place  in  the       1872 
hands  of  trustees  all  that  they  may  use  for  either  of  the  purposes     8ikk«tt 
which  the  testatrix  has  mentioned.    Ton  place  in  their  hands,    hkembt 

therefore,  all  her  pure  personalty,  and  you  place  in  their  hands       

so  much  of  the  mixed  personalty  as  amounts  to  £500,  and  hand 
over  the  rest  to  the  next  of  kin.  When  you  have  done  that  they, 
haying  these  two  funds  in  their  disposition,  may  apply  the  £500, 
if  they  think  fit,  wholly  in  building,  and  they  may  apply  the  whole 
of  the  other  fund,  which  is  pure  personalty,  towards  the  other 
object  which  the  testatrix  had  in  view.  No  doubt  there  would  be 
a  diflSculty  in  giving  the  trustees  an  option  of  determining  how 
much  should  go  to  the  next  of  kin,  and  how  much  should  not. 
But  in  fact  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  trustees  to  apply  the  fund 
in  the  manner  which  would  make  the  gift  most  effectual,  as  it 
would  be  the  duty  of  trustees  to  do  in  the  case  of  infants  when 
they  are  directed  to  apply  a  fund  towards  their  maintenance  in  the 
most  beneficial  manner.  In  this  case  it  will  be  the  duty  of  the 
trustees  to  carry  out  the  intentions  of  the  testatrix  as  effectually 
as  they  can. 

The  decree  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  must  be  varied)  and  it  must 
be  declared  that  the  sum  of  £500  out  of  the  mixed  personalty, 
and  the  whole  of  the  pure  personalty,  must  be  set  apart  for  the 
residuary  trust,  but  subject  to  the  inquiry  hereinafter  directed, 
and  without  prejudice  to  any  question  in  case  the  inquiry  should  be 
answered  in  the  negative. 

Then  direct  an  inquiry  whether  the  fuud  can  be  so  used  or 
employed* 

Eeserve  further  consideration.  The  costs  of  the  appeal  to  be 
costs  in  the  cause. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Raven  &  Bradley ;  Mr.  E.  Balden,  agent  for 
Mr.  F.  J3.  Roberts,  Aberj/stwith  ;  Messrs.  Jozies,  Blazland,  dt  Shn. 
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Nov.  23. 


t.O.  PHILLIPS  V.  MULLINGS. 

*"^  [1870    P.    72.] 

YohimJkxry  Settlemeni'^Clauses — ExpUmatum — Power  of  Revocation, 

In  ordor  to  support  $i  volantary  settlement^  it  must  be  shewn  that  all  the 
provisions  are  proper  and  nsual ;  or  if  there  are  any  unusoal  provisions,  that 
they  were  brought  to  the  notice  of  and  understood  by  the  settlor. 

Kg  general  rule  can  be  laid  down  as  to  the  proper  and  usual  provisions  in 
such  a  settlement,  but  a  power  of  revocation  is  not  essential. 

A  young  man  of  improvident  habits^  being  entitled  to  a  sum  of  money, 
was  induced  by  the  trustee  of  the  money,  and  by  a  solicitor,  to  execute  a 
settlement  by  which  he  assigned  a  part  of  the  money  to  trustees  on  trust  to 
invest  and  to  pay  him  during  his  life  the  income  on  such  part  thereof  as 
they  should  think  fit,  and  after  his  death  on  trust  to  hold  the  same  for  his 
wife  and  children,  if  any,  and  subject  thereto  on  trust  for  certain  cousins  of 
his.  He  had  no  power  of  appointment  in  default  of  issue,  and  no  power  of 
revocation,  and  no  power  to  appoint  new  trustees.  The  deed  was  explained 
to  him,  and  the  particular  clauses  were  brought  to  his  notice : — 

Hdd  (affirming  the  decree  of  Stuart^  V.G.),  that  the  deed  could  not  be  set 
aside  by  the  settlor. 

CoutU  V.  Acworth  (1) ;  Wollaston  v.  Tribe  (2) ;  Everitt  v.  Everiii  (3), 
considered. 

/ 

J.  W.  PHILLIPS,  the  Plaintiff  in  this  case,  attained  the  age  of 
twenty*one  years  on  the  Ist  of  December,  1868,  and  then  became 
entitled  to  a  sum  of  £8000  nnder  the  will  of  his  reputed  father. 
H»  MuHinffs,  a  solicitor  of  Cirencester,  was  the  trustee  of  this  fund, 
and  as  Phillips  was  of  improvident  habits,  H.  MtdlinffSf  who  still 
retained  the  money,  in  May,  1869,  suggested  that  Phillips  should 
make  a  settlement  oi  £2000  out  of  the  fund.  A  deed  to  that 
effect  was  accordingly  prepared  by  W.  EL  Herbert,  the  solicitor  of 
Phtllips,  and  was  fally  explained  to  Phillips,  who  objected  to 
settle  £2000,  and  wished  to  settle  £1003.  The  deed  was  altered 
accordingly,  and  explained  to  Phillips,  who  marked  with  his 
initials  the  alterations  as  to  the  sum;  and  ultimately  Phillips 
executed  the  deed. 
It  bore  date  the  19th  of  June^  1869,  and  was  made  between 

(1)  Law  Bep.  8  Eq.  558.  (2)  Law  Bep.  9  Eq.  44. 

(3)  Law  Bep.  10  Eq.  405. 
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Phillips,  of  the  one  part,  and  /.  Mvllings  (a  brother  of  H.  MuBingB)       L.  0. 
and  Herbert,  of  the  other  part.    By  this  deed,  after  reciting  that       i^i 
PhiUips  was  possessed  of  the  sum  of  £1000,  to  which,  with  a     Phxlupb 
further  sum  of  money,  he  became  entitled  on  attaining  the  age  of   huixuigi. 

twenty-one  years,  and  that  he  was  desirons  of  settling  the  same       

sum,  it  was  declared  that  Mailings  and  Herbert  should  stand  pos- 
sessed of  the  £1000  upon  trust,  at  their  discretion,  to  invest  the 
same  on  the  usual  inyestments,  and  to  apply  the  income  thereof,  or 
so  much  thereof  as  the  trustees  should  consider  might  beneficially 
be  so  paid  and  applied,  unto  PhUUpSf  or  any  wife  or  child  or  chil* 
dren  of  his,  during  his  life ;  and  as  to  any  part  of  the  income  not 
so  applied,  to  accumulate  the  same,  and  to  stand  possessed  of  the 
fund  and  the  accumulations  after  the  death  of  PhUKps,  in  trust 
for  his  widow,  if  any,  during  her  life,  as  ho  should  appoint,  and 
subject  thereto  in  trust  for  any  children  of  his  as  he  should 
appoint^  and  in  default  of  appointment,  for  the  children  who  should 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years ;  and  if  there  was  no  such  child, 
then,  subject  as  aforesaid,  in  trust  for  the  four  children  of  one 
Clement  Tvdway^  a  cousin  of  Phillips.  Power  to  appoint  new 
trustees  was  given  to  the  trustees  named  in  the  deed. 

The  money  was  accordingly  paid  ta  MuOings  and  Merberty  and 
invested  by  them. 

Phillips,  in  April,  1870,  filed  the  bill  in  this  suit  against  the 
trustees  and  the  four  children  of  his  cousin,  alleging  that  he  did 
not  understand  the  nature  of  the  settlement,  and  did  not  know 
that  the  £1000  would  be  placed  out  of  his  control,  and  praying 
that  the  settlement  might  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled,  and 
that  the  £1000  might  be  transferred  to  him. 

The  trustees  submitted  that  the  deed  was  for  the  benefit  of 
Phillips,  but  were  willing  to  act  as  the  Court  should  direct.  The 
children  of  Tudway  submitted  to  have  the  deed  varied  if  the  Court 
thought  fit. 

There  was  evidence  that  Phillips  approved  the  omission  of  a 
power  of  appointment  in  default  of  children. 

The  Vice-chancellor  Etuart,  on  the  17th  of  February,  1871, 
dismissed  the  bill  with  costs,  the  costs  of  the  trustees  to  be  retained 
by  them  out  of  the  income. 

The  Plaintiff  appealed. 
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L.  0.  Mr,  Dickinson^  Q.C.,  and  Mn  CraeknaU,  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

^5^  The  Plaintiff  was  a  foolish  yoang  man,  and  knew  nothing  about 

Phillips     the  deed  he  was  executing.    He  neyer  had  the  money  in  his  own 

MuLLixGB.    handsy  and  did  not  know  that  he  could  have  it ;  the  recitals  in 

~       the  deed  are  incorrect:    Prideaux  v.  Lonsdale  (1);   CooJce  v. 

Lamoite  (2). 

Moreover,  there  is  no  power  of  revocation,  and  that  is  fatal  to 
such  a  deed :  CouUs  y.  Acwarth  (3) ;  Wolkuton  t.  Tribe  (4) ;  Everitt 
y.  EverUt  (5).  The  young  man  has  been  needlessly  deprived  of 
all  control  over  the  investment,  and  of  the  appointment  of  new 
trustees.  Such  defects  yitiate  a  deed  of  this  description :  Lister 
v.  Hodgson  (6) ;  Phillipson  y.  Kerry  (7). 

Mr.  Hardy^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Warminglonf  for  the  trustees,  sup- 
ported the  deed.  They  cited  Bill  v.  Cureton  (8),  Petre  y.  Espi- 
nasse  (9). 

Mr.  L.  Field,  for  the  other  Defendants. 

Mr.  Dickinson,  in  reply. 

LoBD  Hatherlet,  L.C.  :— 

This  case  is  somewhat  remarkable  in  its  circumstances,  and  as 
to  the  authorities  which  have  been  cited,  I  must  obserye  that  cases 
of  this  description  must  depend  upon  the  facts,  though  certain 
principles,  no  doubt,  are  laid  down  for  the  guidance  of  those  who 
may  be  minded  to  deal  with  their  property  as  this  young  man 
dealt  with  his,  and  of  those  who  haye  to  give  them  advice. 

These  principles  rest  on  a  broad  basis  established  by  a  series  of 
decisions.  It  is  clear,  for  instance,  that  any  one  taking  any  advan- 
tage under  a  yoluntary  deed,  and  setting  it  up  against  the  donor, 
must  shew  that  he  thoroughly  understood  what  he  was  doing,  or, 
at  all  events,  was  protected  by  independent  advice. 

Again,  it  is  clear  that  a  solicitor,  who  advises  a  client  for  his 

(1)  4  GiflF.  159 ;  1  D.  J.  &  S.  433.  (5)  Law  Rep.  10  Eq.  405. 

(2)  15  Beav.  234.  (G)  Ibid.  4  Eq.  30. 

(3)  Law  Bcp.  8  Eq.  558.  (7)  32  Beav.  628. 

(4)  Ibid.  9  Eq.  44.  (8)  2  My.  &  K.  503. 

(9)  2  My.  &  K.  490. 
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own  protection  to  take  a  particular  step  of  this  nature,  does       L.  c. 
assume  a  very  responsible  duty ;  and  where  a  person  is  induced  to       iS7i 
execute  such  a  deed,  it  must,  in  order  to  support  the  deed,  be     p^mrs 
shewn  that  the  nature  of  the  deed  was  thoroughly  understood  by 
the  person  executing  it. 

But  the  cases  haye  not  gone  further.  Some  cases,  however, 
haye  attempted  to  lay  down  what  ought  to  be  in  such  an  instru- 
ment. It  has,  for  instance,  been  almost  laid  down  in  CoiMa  y. 
Acworth  (1),  that  where  there  is  no  power  of  reyocation  the  deed  will 
be  set  aside ;  and  WoUastan  y.  Tribe  (2)  and  Everitt  v.  Everitt  (3)  haye 
been  relied  on  as  favouring  the  same  view.  But  whether  there 
should  be  a  power  of  reyocation  or  not  must  depend  upon  the  cir- 
cumstances ;  and  it  cannot  be  laid  down  as  a  general  rule  that  such  a 
deed  would  be  voidable  unless  it  contained  a  power  of  revocation. 

[His  Lordship  then  commented  on  the  facts  as  shewing  that 
this  young  man  was  of  extravagant  and  improvident  habits,  and 
that  the  trustee  and  the  solicitor  thought  it  advisable  that  some 
of  the  property  should  be  settled,  so  that  he  should  not  be  left 
destitute,  and  that  there  should  be  some  provision  for  any  wife 
and  children  he  might  have.  As  to  the  limitations  over,  it 
seemed  that  he  was  illegitimate,  and,  therefore,  unless  there  was  a 
limitation  over,  the  money  would  go  to  the  Crown.  As  to  there 
being  no  power  given  to  him  to  appoint  in  default  of  issue,  that 
might  have  invalidated  the  deed ;  but  that  was  proved  to  have  been 
clearly  explained  to  and  approved  of  by  him.] 

Those  who  induce  a  young  man  of  this  description  to  execute 
such  a  deed  are  bound  to  shew  either  that  the  deed  is  in  all 
respects  proper,  or,  if  the  deed  contains  anything  out  of  the 
way,  that  he  understood  and  approved  of  it.  It  was  objected  that 
he  was  deprived  of  all  power  over  the  investments,  but  I  think, 
under  the  circumstances,  that  was  not  unreasonable,  as  he  was 
exceedingly  indiscreet  Another  objection  was,  that  the  money 
had  never  been  in  his  own  hands,  which  was  said  to  render  the 
case  analogous  to  Prideaux  v.  Lonsdale  (4).  But  this  only  shews 
the  inutility  of  referring  to  other  cases,  for  here  he  clearly  knew 
that  he  had  power  to  receive  this  and  the  other  money. 

(1)  Law  Bep.  8  Eq.  558.  (3)  Law  Bep.  10  Eq.  405. 

(2)  Ibid.  9  Eq.  44.  (4)  4  Giff.  159 ;  1  D.  J.  &  S.  433. 
Vol.  vn.                                          Z  1 
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L.  c.  Another  objection  was,  that  he  had  not  the  power  of  appointing 

1871       new  tmsteeSy  but  that  does  not  seem  to  call  for  special  remark. 

PmLUFs         As  to  a  power  of  revocation,  it  seems  to  me  that  if  snch  a  power 

^   ^'         had  been  inserted,  the  young  man's  money  would  merely  have  been 

—       wasted,  and  that  no  one  but  the  solicitor  would  have  derived  any 

benefit  from  the  deed ;  for  of  what  advantage  would  it  be  to  place 

the  money  in  this  way  out  of  the  young  man's  control,  and  then 

give  him  power  to  destroy  the  limitations  whenever  he  pleased? 

J  All  that  the  law  requires  in  a  deed  of  this  description  is  that  it 

should  be  effective,  and  should  not  contain  any  extraordinary 

clauses,  unless  those  clauses  are  shewn  plainly  and  distinctly  to 

have  been  brought  to  the  notice  of  the  settlor,  and  to  have  been 

understood  by  him.    It  is  not  necessary  to  shew  that  the  usual 

clauses  inserted  by  conveyancers  were  explained ;  but  any  unusual 

clauses  must  be  shewn  to  have   been  brought  to  his  notice, 

explained  and  understood. 

I  agree  with  the  Vice-chancellor  that  this  deed  must  stand,  and 
the  appeal  will  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Solicitor  for  the  Plaintiff:  Mr.  0.  Bichards. 

Solicitors  for  the  Defendants :  Mr.  W.  K  Herhert ;  Mr.  /.  H.  Kays. 


yor,  21, 24. 


L.  c.  TBAPPES  V.  MEREDITH. 

^^^  [1868    T.    101.] 

WiU^Forfeitvre---Bafikruptcy~~  Words  tf  Futuriiy. 

A  testatrix,  knowing  that  ber  husband  was  bankrupt^  gave  by  her  will  a 
life  annuity  to  her  husband,  subject  to  a  proviso  that  if  he  should  become 
bankrupt  or  should  assign  the  annuity,  then  it  should  cease,  and  subject  to 
a  further  proviso,  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  trustees  of  her  will  at  any 
time  to  refuse  payment  of  the  annuity,  which  in  that  case  was  to  go  over : 

ire?c2  (reversing  the  decision  of  Jame$y  V.C.),  that  the  existing  bankruptcy 
operated  as  a  forfeiture  of  the  annuity,  notwithstanding  the  words  of  futurity 
in  the  will  and  the  discretion  given  to  the  trustees. 

H.  a  T.  GBAEAM  was,  in  May,  1861,  upon  his  own  Petition, 
duly  made  a  bankrupt  in  Scotland,  and  a  sequestration  of  his 
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-estate  was  awarded  according  to  Scotch  law^  and  a  trustee  was       L.  c. 
elected  and  declared  under  the  sequestration.  1871 

In  May,  1863,  Mrs.  OraJiam,  the  wife  of  H.  G.  T.  Ordham,  being     'PEA-mB 
aware  of  the  sequestration,  and  having  a  power  of  appointment  over    ^jj^^pn, 

-certain  funds,  subject  to  the  life  interest  therein  of  her  mother       

Mis.  Pcttfne,  by  her  will  appointed  the  funds  to  trustees  on  trust  to 
pay  her  debts  and  certain  legacies ;  and  the  will  contained  the 
following  clauses : — 

1.  *'  And  upon  further  trust  that  my  said  trustees  shall,  out  of 
the  income  of  the  said  trust  premises,  or  if  that  shall  be  insuf- 
ficient, then  out  of  the  principal  thereof,  pay  to  my  husband  an 
annuity  of  £100  during  his  life  (but  subject  to  the  provisoes  with 
respect  to  the  said  annuity  hereinafter  contained),  the  said  annuity 
to  be  paid  by  equal  half-yearly  payments,  the  first  of  such  pay- 
ments to  be  made  at  the  expiration  of  six  calendar  months  after 
the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  me  and  my  said  mother."  2.  '^  Pro- 
vided always,  and  I  do  hereby  declare,  that  if  my  said  husband 
shall  become  bankrupt  or  shall  assign,  charge,  or  incumber,  or 
attempt  or  afiect  to  assign,  charge,  or  incumber  the  said  annuity 
of  £100,  or  do  or  suffer  any  act  whereby  the  same  or  any  part 
thereof  would,  if  belonging  absolutely  to  him,  become  vested  in  any 
other  person  or  persons,  then  and  in  such  case  the  said  annuity 
shall  not  be  payable,  or  shall  cease  to  be  payable,  as  the  case  may 
require,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  my  husband  were  dead." 
3.  **  Provided  also,  and  I  hereby  further  declare,  that  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  my  said  trustees  or  trustee,  if  they  or  he  shall  in  their 
or  his  absolute  discretion  think  fit,  and  without  assigning  any 
reason  for  so  doing,  at  any  time  or  times  to  refuse  or  discontinue 
the  payment  to  my  said  husband  of  the  said  annuity  of  £100,  or 
any  part  thereof,  during  the  whole  or  any  portion  of  his  life ;  and 
in  such  case  the  said  annuity,  or  such  payment  or  payments 
thereof  as  my  said  trustees  or  trustee  shall  refuse  to  make  to  my 
said  husband  as  aforesaid,  shall  sink  into  the  income  of  the  said 
trust  premises  for  the  benefit  of  the  person  or  persons  for  the  time 
'being  entitled  to  such  income ;  it  being  my  wish  and  intention 
that  the  payment  of  the  said  annuity  to  my  said  husband  shall  be 
according  to  the  discretion  of  my  said  trustees  or  trustee  in  all 

respects." 

Z2         '  '        1 


250  GHANGEBT  APPEALS.  [L.  B. 

li.  C.  By  a  codicil  the  annuity  was  increased  to  £150. 

1871  Mrs.  QraJiam  died  in  June,  1864,  and  Mrs.  Payne^  the  tenant  for 

Traffes     life  of  the  trust  funds,  died  in  April,  1868. 
MBHfi)iTH.        ^^  *^®  29th  of  August,  1868,  Mr.  Graham  obtained  his  discharge 

under  the  sequestration,  without  the  consent  of  the  creditors,  and 

without  making  any  composition  with  them,  and  without  disclosing 
to  the  trustee  or  to  the  Court  the  existence  of  Mrs.  QrahavfCs  wilL 
On  the  10th  of  February,  1869,  the  trustee  under  the  sequestra- 
tion was  discharged.  None  of  these  proceedings  would,  according 
to  Scotch  law,  divest  out  of  the  trustee  any  property  which  hsA 
become  vested  in  him. 

A  suit  was  instituted  for  the  administration  of  the  funds  which- 
were  subject  to  the  will  of  Mrs.  OraJham,  and  the  Vice-chancellor 
James  held  that  an  English  bankruptcy,  to  which  Mr.  Qraham 
had  afterwards  become  subject,  did  not  operate  as  a  forfeiture  of 
the  annuity  under  the  will,  inasmuch  as  the  first  payment  hadf 
not  accrued  until  after  the  bankruptcy  was  annulled :  See  Trappes- 
V.  MeredUh  (1). 

At  a  further  hearing,  the  question  as  to  the  effect  of  the  Scotch 
sequestration  was  argued,  and  the  Vice-chancellor  James  held  that 
the  sequestration  did  not  operate  as  a  forfeiture,  and  that  the 
annuity  remained  subject  to  the  discretion  of  the  trustees  under 
the  will  (2).  The  trustees  elected  to  pay  the  annuity  to  Mr.  Ora- 
Aom,  and  did  make  one  payment  accordingly. 

The  persons  interested  in  remainder  appealed.  The  appeal  came 
on  to  be  heard  on  the  30th  of  January,  1871,  when  the  Loi-d 
Chancellor  directed  it  to  stand  over  for  further  evidence  as  to  the 
Scotch  l^w,  and  he  finally,  on  the  1st  of  March,  1871,  ordered  a 
special  case  to  be  directed  to  the  Court  of  Session  in  SeoUand,  witb 
questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Scotch  Judges  as  to  the  effect  of 
the  sequestration. 

The  case  was  argued  before  the  Lords  of  the  First  Division  ii> 
Seotland,  and  they,  on  the  3rd  of  November,  1871,  made  answer  to- 
the  questions.  Their  answers  appeared  to  be :  1.  That  the  annuity 
would,  under  the  1st  clause,  without  the  other  clauses,  have  vested 
in  the  trustee,  and  not  have  been  divested  by  the  discharge  of  tfa& 
bankrupt  without  the  assent  of  his  creditors.    2.  That  the  2nd 

(1)  Law  Rep.  9  Eq.  229.  (2)  Law  Eep.  10  Eq.  604. 
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•clause  operated  as  a  forfeiture.    3.  That  the  3rd  clause,  taken  by  L.  C. 

itself,  would  not  create  a  forfeiture,  but  would  leave  the  trustee  I87i 

under  the  sequestration  to  take  only  iantum  et  tale^  or,  in  other  Trait» 

words,  so  much  as  the  trustees  under  the  will  might  choose  to  leave  i[xbk>ith. 

in  the  husband.  ""^ 
The  appeal  now  came  on  again  for  hearing. 

Mr.  De  Oex,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Fry,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Pontifex,  for  the 
Appellants : — 

The  2nd  clause  is  valid,  and  has  created  a  forfeiture :  Webb  v. 
'Crroed  (1).  There  is  a  gift  until  bankruptcy  or  death;  and  the 
testatrix  meant  that  if  her  husband  was  at  the  time  of  her  death 
capable  of  taking  the  annuity,  he  should  take  it;  if  not»  it  should 
not  go  to  him.  Clauses  1  and  3  contemplate  one  set  of  events,  and 
clauses  1  and  2  contemplate  another  set  of  events ;  and  it  is  that 
latter  set  which  have  happened :  White  v.  Chitty  (2). 

Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bradford,  for  Mr.  Oraham : — 

The  testatrix  clearly  intended  to  make  the  exercise  of  discretion 
by  the  trustees  preliminary  to  anything  being  vested  in  the  bank- 
rupt or  his  assignees.  She  knew  that  her  husband  was  bankrupt, 
and  made  this  provision  accordingly.  It  is  clear  that  she  did  not 
intend  the  2nd  clause  to  include  the  existing  bankruptcy,  as  if  so, 
the  gift  would  be  useless. 

Mr.  Bridowe,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  C.  Barber,  for  the  trustees. 

Mr.  WiUeocTc,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Toum9end,  for  other  parties. 

Mr.  Be  Oex,  in  reply. 

LoBD  ELatheblet,  L.C.,  having  stated  the  Sbm^  of  the  case,  and 
what  he  considered  to  be  the  opinion  of  the  Scotch  Judges,  which 
was  as  above  mentioned,  continued : — 

Now  that  being  so,  the  question  arises  whether  this  case  falls 
within  the  principle  of  Manning  v.  Chambers  (3),  decided  by  the 
Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce,  and  Seymour  v.  Lucas  (4),  decided  by 

(1)  2  Ph.  701.  (3)  1  De  G.  &  Sm.  282. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  1  Eq.  372.    .  (4)  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  177. 
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L.  C.       Vice-chancellor  Kinderdetf---caae8  which,  I  think,  are  completely^ 

1871       founded  in  reason  and  good  sense.      In  accordance  with  those 

Tbapfes     csi^s  I,  in  White  v.  Chitty  (1),  came  to  the  conclusion  that  words- 

MiBm>iTH.    ^^  futurity  in  a  gift  of  this  description  are  not  to  operate  so  as 

— —       to  defeat  the  manifest  intention  of  the  testator,  that  the  gift 

shall  be  a  personal  benefit  to  the  legatee,  and  shall  not  become 

payable  to  any  other  person.    Upon  that  principle  there  would 

have  been  no  reason  for  [doubting  that  by  the  2nd  clause  of  the 

will  a  complete  forfeiture  had  taken  effect;  because  the  clause 

directs  that  if  the  whole  or  any  part  of  this  annuity  became  vested 

in  another  person  and  not  in  the  donee,  then  from  that  moment  the 

annuity  should  cease  to  be  payable. 

The  only  difficulty  in  the  case  has  arisen  from  the  8rd  clause :. 
and  what  the  Scottish  Judges  say  upon  that  point  is.  entirely  con- 
sonant with  what  would  be  our  views  on  the  subject  The  difference 
of  the  two  clauses  is  obvious.  The  one  creates  an  immediate  and 
total  forfeiture  of  the  whole  gift,  and  the  other  creates  a  special 
forfeiture  of  the  gift  in  favour  of  other  persons,  to  whom  the 
successive  payments  are  to  go  over  whensoever  they  are  re- 
fused by  the  trustee.  But  that  state  of  things,  according  to  the 
opinion  of  the  Scotch  Judges,  would  not  alter  the  right  of  the  trus- 
tee under  the  sequestration  to  the  annuity ;  and  he  would  take  it 
tale  et  tanlum  (to  use  their  words),  if  the  2nd  clause  had  not 
existed  and  created  a  forfeiture.  Any  other  construction  would 
simply  make  the  2nd  clause  inoperative. 

The  Yice-Chancellor  seems  to  have  been  led  to  the  conclusion 
to  which  he  came  by  considering  that  whatever  might  be  the  rule 
in  ordinary  cases  a«  to  words  descriptive  of  a  future  bankruptcy,  in 
this  case  there  were  words  which  might  be  expressly  directed  to  an 
existing  bankruptcy.  But  it  seems  to  me  that  we  must  attribute 
to  the  testatrix  a  very  complicated  design  for  her  will,  if  we  hold 
that  she  intended  the  trustees  to  have  this  discretion  only  on  the 
existing  bankruptcy,  and  not  on  any  future  bankruptcy ;  though 
the  discretion  would  be  quite  as  beneficial  in  one  case  as  in  the 
other.  I  apprehend  that,  knowing  her  husband  to  be  extravagant 
and  imprudent,  and  that  it  might  happen  that  the  annuity  would  be 
quite  wasted  on  him,  the  testatrix  intended  to  give  her  trustees  an. 

(I)  Law  Rep.  1  Eq.  372. 


V. 

Meredith. 
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absolute  discretioa  as  to  the  payment.    At  the  same  time  she       l.  c. 
wished  that  the  annuity  should  by  no  possibility  get  into  the       1871 
hands  of  strangers,  either  by  her  husband's  bankruptcy  or  by  his     tbIppes 
assignment. 

I  think  that  this  case  cannpt  be  distinguished  from  those 
which  I  followed  in  my  decision  of  White  v.  Ohiity  (1) — ^I  use  that 
expression  purposely — ^and  I  think  it  too  great  a  refinement  to  hold 
that  the  3rd  clause  of  this  will  indicates  a  different  intention. 

The  decree  of  the  Yice-Chancellor  must  therefore  be  reversed ; 
and  I  shall  make  a  declaration  that  in  the  events  which  have  hap- 
pened the  annuity  has  fallen  into  the  general  fiind. 

Solicitors :  Mr.  F.  Sauthee  ;  Messrs.  Books^  KenHck^  it  Sarston  ; 
Messrs.  Meredith  &  Co. 


NE  WILL  V.  NEWILL.  L.  c. 

[1869    N.    47.]  i^ 

Jan.  22, 23. 26. 
WiU'-'Oifi  to  a  Wi/e/or  the  Benefit  of  Herklf  and  her  Children,  — - 

A  testator  gave  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  wife  for  the  use  and 
benefit  of  herself  and  all  his  children,  whether  bom  of  hb  former  or  of  his 
then  present  wife,  and  he  appointed  his  wife  and  three  other  persons  his 
ezecntors : — 

EM  (reversing  the  decision  of  Malins,  V.G.),  that  the  wife  and  children 
took  as  joint  tenants. 

xHIS    was   an   appeal    from    a    decision    of   Yice-Chancellor 
Malins  (2). 

Henry  NeunU,  late  of  the  Madras  Civil  Service,  made  his  will, 
dated  the  19th  of  October,  1863,  in  the  following  words :  *"  I 
give  and  bequeath  unto  my  wife,  Anna  Mizdbdh  NemU^  for  the 
use  and  benefit  of  herself  and  of  all  my  children,  whether  bom  of 
my  former  wife,  or  such  as  may  be  born  of  my  present  wife,  all 
my  property  of  every  description,  real  and  personal,  whether  in  pos- 
session, reversion,  remainder,  or  expectancy  at  the  time  of  my 
decease ;  and  I  appoint  the  said  Anna  E.  NewiU  executrix  of  this 

(1)  Law  Bep.  1  Eq.  372.  (2)  Law  Bep.  12  £q.  432. 


I 
251  CHANCEKY  APPEALS.  [L.  B.  ! 

L.  G.       my  wiU,  together  with  Joseph  Newilly  my  father,  or,  in  case  of  his 
1872        failing  to  act,  my  brother  iZ.  D.  NewiU  in  his  stead) ;   also  EucUe'  J 

Nbwill     ^o^  Stokes  and  Charles  Otlbert  Masters  as  executors." 
Xewill.         '^^^  testator  died  on  the  25th  of  April,   1869,  leaving  six 

children  by  a  former  wife,  and  two  children  by  Anna  Elizabeth 

NewHl,  One  child  had  died  since  the  institution  of  the  suit. 
The  personal  estate  Realised  by  the  executors  amounted  to  about 
<£6000,  and  the  testator  was  not  entitled  to  any  real  estate. 

The  testator's  widow  and  children  were  stated  to  be  entitled  to 
annuities  of  various  amounts  payable  out  of  the  Madras  Civil 
Service  Pension  Fund,  but  the  widow,  having  since  married,  had 
lost  a  portion  of  her  pension.  The  suit  was  instituted  by  the 
children  of  the  first  marriage  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  trusts 
of  the  will  carried  into  execution,  and  for  the  administration  of 
the  estate. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  was  of  opinion  that  the  widow  was  en- 
titled to  an  estate  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  testator's  chil- 
dren as  joint  tenants ;  and  from  this  decision  the  Plaintiffs  appealed. 

Mr.  Pearson,  Q.C.,  Mr.  W.  Pearson,  and  Mr.  Holmes,  for  the 
Appell&nts : — 

The  plain  grammatical  construction  of  the  words  must  prevail, 
which  clearly  gives  to  the  wife  and  children  an  immediate  estate 
as  joint  tenants.  Similar  words  were  used  in  De  Witte  v.  De 
Witte  (1),  and  the  Yice-Chancellor  held  that  an  immediate  joint 
tenancy  was  created.  Bustard  v.  Saunders  (2)  ;  BiHby  v.  Thomp- 
son (3) ;  Buffar  v.  Bradford  (4) ;  Beales  v.  Crisford  (5) ;  Mason  v. 
Clarke  (6),  are  also  authorities  in  our  favour.  In  all  the  cases 
where  such  a  gift  has  been  held  to  confer  an  estate  for  life  on  the 
wife,  with  remainder  to  the  children,  there  has  been  some  evidence 
of  an  intention  to  settle  the  fund,  or  else  some  words  of  seve- 
rance rebutting  the  presumption  of  a  joint  tenancy.  In  the  present 
case  the  state  of  the  family  renders  it  improbable  that  the  testator 
would  wish  to  give  the  whole  fund  to  his  wife  for  h'fe ;  for  he  had 
children  by  a  former  wife,  who  required  support 

(1)  11  Sim.  41.  (4)  2  Atk.  220. 

(2)  7  Beav.  92.  (5)  13  Sim.  592. 

(3)  32  Ibid.  647.  (6)  17  Beav.  126. 
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Mr.  Maretft  for  the  gnardian  of  the  infant  children,  supported       L.  C. 
the  arguments  of  the  Appellants.  1872 


Jan.  26.    Lord  Hatherlet,  L.C.  : — 

Ldl  this  case  the  point  is  an  extremely  sliort  one ;  it  turns  upon 
the  few  words  contained  in  the  will  which  direct  that  all  the  testa- 
tor's real  and  personal  estate  is  to  go  to  his  wife  ''for  the  use 
and  benefit  of  herself  and  of  all  my  children."  Now  it  was  ad- 
mitted that  ordinarily  a  bequest  to  A  in  trust  for  himself  and  B.,  C, 
and  D.,  would  be  a  bequest  of  a  joint  legacy  to  the  parties  who  are 
so  designated,  including  the  trustee  himself.  But  it  has  been  argued 
— and  the  authorities,  no  doubt,  give  support  to  the  argument — 
that  the  case  of  a  gift  to  a  wife  in  trust  for  herself  and  her  children 
is  subject  to  an  exceptional  rule  of  construction,  by  which,  from 

(1)  16  Beav.  29.  (4)  26  Beav.  485. 

(2)  24  Ibid.  296.  (5)  2  Ph.  653. 

(3)  26  Ibid.  195.  (6)  Law  Rep.  7  Eq.  518. 

(7)  Law  Rep.  12  Eq.  316. 


Nkwill 

Mr.  Olasse,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Boffera,  for  the  widow : —  v, 

Nbwill. 

We  admit  that  at  one  period  the  decisions  were  in  fSEtvour  of  the       

Appellants,  but  the  current  of  recent  authorities  has  been  the 
other  way.  Where  a  man  gives  property  to  a  stranger  and  her 
children,  it  may  be  reasonable  that  all  should  take  immediately 
as  joint  tenants.  But  where  a  testator  gives  property  to  his  own 
wife  and  children,  especially  if  it  is  his  whole  estate,  as  here,  he 
must  be  presumed  to  have  intended  to  settle  it  upon  them ;  and 
the  Court,  therefore,  so  construes  the  gift  as  to  effectuate  his 
intention :  Dawson  v.  Bowme  (1) ;  Jeffery  v.  De  Vitre  (2) ;  Auddey 
V.  Horn  (3) ;  Ward  v.  Grey  (4) ;  Craekett  v.  Croekett  (5) ;  Arm- 
strong  v.  Armstrong  (6);  In  re  (hven's  Trusts  (7).  In  the 
present  case  we  have  the  additional  circumstance  that  the  property 
is  not  given  directly  to  the  wife  and  children,  but  to  the  wife  as  a 
trustee  for  herself  and  the  children,  which  is  in  itself  an  indica- 
tion in  favour  of  a  settlement 

Mr.  Pearson,  Q.C.,  in  reply. 
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L.  c.       some  presumed  intent  on  the  part  of  the  testator,  the  Court  will 
1872        lay  hold  of  every  small  circumstance  to  support  the  conclusion 
Newill     ^^^^^  ^^®  testator  intended  what  the  Court,  upon  some  presumed 
Newill      ^^^f  conceives  to  be  his  most  natural  intention  a  priori^  and  will 
—        modify  such  a  bequest  into  a  bequest  to  the  wife  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  the  children.    That  such  a  rule  does  not  exist  as 
an  absolute  rule  of  construction,  independently  of  other  expres- 
sions in  the  will  which  may  assist  in  the  construction  of  the  gift,  is 
proved  by  the  case  of  De  Witts  v.  De  Witte  (1),  before  Vice-Chan- 
cellor  ShadweU — ^a  case  which  was  approved  of,  or  at  all  events 
mentioned  without  disapproval,  by  Lord  Ccttenham  in  the  case  of 
Crockett  v.  Crockett  (2).    Lord  Cottenham  there  seems  to  say  that 
generally,  in  a  gift  to  a  wife  and  children,  the  ordinary  rule  of  joint 
tei^ncy  must  prevail,  but  he  adds  that  the  Court  has  laid  hold  of 
every  slight  circumstance  to  lead  to  the  other  conclusion. 

Now  I  confess  that  the  authorities  clearly  shew  that  very  small 
circumstances  have  been  so  laid  hold  of,  and  I  must  therefore 
assume,  in  accordance  with  the  reasoning  of  those  who  have 
preceded  me,  although  it  does  not  entirely  commend  itself  to  my 
mind,  that  the  testator,  independently  of  any  expression  of  inten- 
tion, must  be  supposed  d  priori  to  have  intended  to  make  a  settle- 
ment of  any  fund  which  he  might  be  disposed  to  leave  to  hiB  wife 
and  children.  It  is  true  that  the  law,  in  case  of  intestacy,  makes 
no  such  settlement,  but  gives  at  once  one-third  to  the  wife  and 
two-thirds  to  the  children  as  tenants  in  common.  A  provision 
for  the  wife  and  children  in  joint  tenancy  does  not  seem,  to  my 
mind,  d  priori,  a  very  unreasonable  mode  of  disposing  of  a  small 
property,  such  as  £5000  or  £6000,  which  this  testator  had.  It 
does  not  seem  unreasonable  that  while  the  children  are  under  age 
they  and  his  wife  should  enjoy  the  fund  together  under  the  control 
of  the  wife.  The  children,  while  under  age,  cannot  sever  the  joint 
tenancy,  and  as  each  comes  of  age  he  can  carry  away  his  portion, 
leaving  the  wife  a  smaller  portion  for  herself  and  the  other 
children. 

In  this  particular  case,  as  far  as  the  circumstances  go,  it  would 
seem  to  be  still  more  reasonable,  because  there  are  other  children 
of  the  testator,  besides  the  children  of  this  wife,  who  are  to  be 
(1)  11  Sim.  41.  (2)  2  Ph.  553. 


VOL.  yJL]  OHANOEBY  APPEALS.  257 

provided  for ;  and  the  second  wife  being  a  very  young  person,  the       L.  c. 
effect  of  giving  her  a  life  interest  would  of  coarse  be  to  keep  out        1872 
the  children  of  the  first  marriage  for  a  very  considerable  time  from      newill 
-y  ie^i  .»  il  or  a»  U^^.  e^U.  ^H^  ft.,  m.,  h.,e     ^^ 
attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years.  

However,  I  must  assume  that  the  rule  is  such,  that  although 
the  ordinary  construction  of  a  gift  to  a  wife  and  children  would 
give  a  joint  tenancy,  if  I  find  anything  in  this  will  which  can 
indicate  a  different  intention,  it  must  be  followed  There  are 
several  authorities  which  establish  such  a  rule,  but  in  almost  all 
of  them  reliance  has  been  placed  on  some  special  circumstances. 
One  of  these  has  been  the  use  of  the  word  "  secured,"  which  the 
Court  has  laid  hold  of  as  a  circumstance  indicating  an  intention  to 
settle  the  fund  in  the  usual  mode  on  the  wife  for  life.  Another  cir- 
cumstance has  been  a  direction  that  the  children  should  take  shares 
in  the  whole  fund,  or  that  they  should  take  in  unequal  shares.  Of 
course  they  could  not  take  as  joint  tenants  if  they  take  unequal 
shares  of  the  fund ;  and  if  the  children  take  shares  of  the  whole 
fund,  of  course  the  wife  cannot  take  any  part  of  it  in  sdido  as 
capital  In  that  case  the  only  thing  that  can  be  given  her  is  an 
estate  for  life. 

Then,  again,  where  the  wife  was  left  with  a  disposing  power  and 
control  over  the  fund,  Lord  OoUenham  held,  in  Crockett  v.  Crockett  (1), 
that  as  she  had,  at  all  events  during  her  life,  power  of  dealing 
with  the  property  as  she  might  think  fit,  a  tenancy  for  life  was 
probably  intended  rather  than  an  immediate  gift  of  a  joint  tenancy. 
But  in  that  case  Lord  Cottenham  did  not  give  any  definite 
direction  as  to  what  should  be  done  with  the  fund  beyond  securing 
it,  and  did  not  decide  what  would  be  the  extent  of  the  power  of 
the  wife,  or  her  control  over  it. 

A  case  was  also  cited  which  was  before  the  present  Lord  Justice 
James,  Armstrong  v.  Armstrong  (2),  in  which,  however,  it  was  not 
necessary  to  decide  the  point,  because  the  wife  happened  to  die  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  and  therefore  the  children  would  take 
qudcumque  via.  But  the  Yice-Chancellor  expressed  a  strong 
intimation  of  his  opinion  in  favour  of  the  construction  which 
settled  the  property  upon  the  wife  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the 

« 

(1)  2  Ph.  553.  (2)  Law  Rep.  7  Eq.  618. 
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L.  c.       children.     In  that  case  I  think  there  T?as  very  good  reason  upon 

1872        the  face  of  the  will  for  coming  to  that  conclusion,  because  there 

Xewill     was  a  direction  that  in  a  certain  event  some  of  the  children  were 

Newill.     ^  ^^^  larger  shares  than  others,  which  plainly  indicated  that  the 

testator's  meaning  could  not  have  been,  in  the  strict  sense,  a  joint 

tenancy  at  once  between  the  wife  and  children.  The  only  indica- 
tion of  intention  that  I  have  here  is  that  the  fund  is  given  to  the 
wife  in  trust  for  herself  and  her  children,  and  the  question  is 
asked,  as  was  asked  by  Lord  CoUenham  in  Crockett  v.  Crockett  (1), 
why,  if  he  intended  them  all  to  take  as  joint  tenants,  should  he 
name  the  wife  at  all  as  trustee  ?  She  is  executrix  of  the  will,  but 
that  is  only  with  three  other  persons,  and  it  is  asked  why  he  should 
not  have  left  it  in  the  possession  of  all  the  executors,  and  why  he 
should  have  separated  it  from  the  aggregate  estate,  unless  he 
intended  something  in  the  nature  and  character  of  a  settlement? 

I  cannot  find  that  the  authorities  bear  out  the  proposition  that 
a  simple  gift  to  the  wife  in  trust  for  herself  and  her  children  will 
warrant  the  Court  in  presuming  that  the  fund  was  intended  to  be 
settled.  Many  reasons  may  be  suggested  for  the  fund  being  given 
in  that  form.  The  testator  associates  his  executors,  in  whom  he 
reposed  confidence,  with  his  wife  in  the  executorship,  and  ^yishes 
them  to  assist  her  in  getting  in  the  estate,  paying  his  debts, 
and  attending  to  those  duties  which  his  wife  alone  might  not  be 
competent  to  discharge ;  and  then  he  might  very  well  say  that, 
as  soon  as  his  estate  was  got  in,  he  wished  the  executors  to  part 
altogether  from  the  management  of  his  affairs,  and  the  whole  to 
be  handed  over  to  his  wife,  the  most  natural  person  whom  he  could 
select ;  and  what  is  there  in  the  joint  tenancy  between  her  and  her 
children  more  inconsistent  with  her  having  the  management  of  the 
whole  fund,  than  there  is  in  a  tenancy  for  life  with  remainder  to 
her  children?  It  appears  to  me  very  natural  for  her  to  keep 
the  whole  fund  in  her  possession  as  long  as  the  children  remain 
under  age,  handing  over  the  share  of  each  as  soon  as  that  child 
comes  of  age ;  and  unless,  therefore,  I  am  told  by  the  testator  that 
the  fund  is  to  be  secured,  or  that  it  is  to  be  divided  as  a  whole 
fund,  or  unless  there  is  some  other  such  indication  as  has  been 
relied  upon  in  the  cases,  I  do  not  think  it  right  to  overrule  De 

(1)  2  Ph.  553. 
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WiUe  Y.  De  Witte'{l),  recognised  as  that  case  has  been  by  Lord 
Cottenham  in  Oroeiett  v.  Crockett  (2),  and  founded,  as  it  appears  to 
me,  upon  the  plain  sense  of  the  words  used.  If  it  were  to  be  laid 
down  as  a  general  rule  that,  although  a  gift  to  A.,  B.^  and  C7.,  is  a 
gift  in  joint  tenancy,  that  construction  is  not  to  apply  to  a  gift  to 
a  wife  and  children,  it  would  be  another  matter ;  but  if  the  change 
of  construction  is  to  depend  on  the  circumstances,  I  confess  that  I 
cannot  find  any  circumstances  on  the  face  of  the  will  which  lead 
me  to  the  conclusion  that  the  testator  meant  anything  more  than 
he  said. 
The  decree  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  must,  therefore,  be  reversed. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiffs :  Messrs.  Sharp  <&  VHHhame. 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendants :  Messrs.  Clayian  &  Son. 


L.C. 

1872 


Kewill 

V, 

Kewill. 


PILCHER  V.  RAWLINS. 

[1865    P.    117.] 
Trusiee^Equal  Equities — Legal  Estate — Notice — Breach  of  Trust. 

The  defence  of  purchase  for  valae  without  notioo  may  he  sustained,  although 
the  Defendant,  in  order  to  make  out  his  title  to  the  legal  estate,  must  rely 
on  an  instrument  which  discloses  the  title  of  the  Plaintiff,  the  Defendant  not 
having  had  notice  of  such  instrument  at  the  time  of  his  purchase. 

The  trustees  of  a  settlement  advanced  the  trust  money  on  the  security  of 
real  property  which  was  conveyed  to  them  by  the  mortgagor,  the  mortgage 
deed  noticing  the  trust.  The  surviving  trustee  of  the  settlement  afterwards 
reconveyed  part  of  the  property  to  the  mortgagor  on  payment  of  part  of 
the  mortgage  money,  which  he  appropriated.  The  mortgagor  then  conveyed 
that  part  of  the  property  to  new  mortgagees,  concealing,  with  the  connivance 
of  the  trustee,  both  the  prior  mortgage  and  the  reconveyance.  When  the 
fraud  was  discovered,  the  cestuis  que  trust  under  the  settlement  filed  a  bill 
against  the  new  mortgagees  claiming  priority : — 

Heldf  that  the  Court  would  not  interfere  to  take  away  the  legal  estate 
which  passed  to  the  new  mortgagees  under  the  reconveyance. 

The  trustees  of  a  settlement  advanced  the  trust  money  on  the  security  of, 
real  property  which  was  conveyed  to  them  by  the  mortgagor,  the  mortga£;e 
deed  noticing  the  trust    The  surviving  trustee  afterwards  induced  the  mort- 


T..C. 
and  L.  JJ. 

1871 


Nov.  12,  15. 
1872 


Jan,  29. 


(1)  11  Sim.  41. 


(2)  2  Ph.  553. 
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L.  C.  gagOT  to  execute  a  deed  by  which  the  mortgaged  property  purported  to  be 

and  L,  J  J.  conveyed  to  the  trustee  as  on  a  purchase  by  him,  though  no  money  in  fact 

1871  passed.    The  trustee  then,  concealing  the  prior  mortgage,  and  shewing  title 

.^*'*^  under  the  pretended  purchase  deed,  conveyed  the  property  to  a  mortgagee 

^*"  without  notice : — 

lUwuKs.  ffddf  that  the  Court  would  not  interfere  to  take  away  the  legal  estate  from 

the  mortgagee. 
Decree  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  reversed. 
Carter  y.  Carter  (1)  disapproved  of. 

jL  his  was  a  suit  to  establish  the  priorities  of  cesluis  que  trust 
as  mortgagees  over  other  mortgagees  who  had  obtained  the  legal 
estate  with,  as  alleged,  notice  of  the  trust 

On  the  23rd  of  Augnst,  1830,  a  settlement  was  made  by  Jeremiah 
Pileher,  under  which  /.  <?.  PUeher,  G.  PUeheTy  and  W.  H.  Pitcher 
were  to  stand  possessed  of  £8373  in  trust  for  Jeremiah  Pileher 
during  his  life,  and  after  his  death  for  his  children  by  a  former 
marriage.  There  was  power  to  the  trustees  to  vary  the  invest- 
ments with  the  consent  of  Jeremiah  Pileher  during  his  life.  The 
settlement  contained  the  usual  trustees'  receipt  clause,  and  a  power 
of  appointing  new  trustees  ezerciseable  by  J.  Pitcher  during  his  life. 

In  1851  the  £8373  was  advanced  to  Bdbert  Bawtine  on  the 
security  of  a  mortgage  deed  dated  the  23rd  of  April,  1851, 
and  made  between  B.  Bawlins,  of  the  first  part,  J.  O.  Pileher^ 
O.  PUeheTy  and  W.  H.  Pileher y  of  the  second  part,  and  /.  PUeheTy 
of  the  third  part;  whereby,  after  reciting  that  /.  O,  Pitcher^ 
O.  Pileher,  and  W.  H.  Pileher  had  agreed  to  lend  and  advance  the 
sum  of  £8373  (the  same  being  trust  money)  with  the  consent  and 
approbation  of  J.  PUeher,  it  was  witnessed  that  certain  real  pro- 
perty, including  the  Whitchurch  property  and  the  SmUhfield  and 
New  Street  property  hereinafter  mentioned,  was  conveyed  by  Bauh 
line  to  /.  O.  PUeheTy  O.  PUeheTy  and  W.  H.  PUeheTy  their  heire  and 
assigns,  subject  to  redemption  on  payment  of  interest  and  of  the 
£8373,  on  the  23rd  of  April,  1856. 

Upon  the  execution  of  this  deed  the  documents  of  title  relating 
to  the  property  were  delivered  to  W.  H.  PUeheTy  who  was  a  soli- 
citor, to  be  held  by  him  on  behalf  of  himself  and  his  co-trustee& 
/.  G.  Pitcher  and  Q.  PUcher  died  in  1853,  leaving  W.  H.  PUeher 

sole  trustee, 

(1)  3  K.  &  J.  617. 
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In  1856  Bawlins.  who  had  been  a  solicitor,^  made  out,  with  the       L.  C. 

•  1  T  *  f  T 

connivance  of  W.  H.  Pilcher,  an  abstract  of  title  ending  with  a  docu- 

•  1871 

ment  earlier  than  the  above-mentioned  mortgage,  thus  shewing  a 
title  in  fee  simple  in  himself;  and  induced  two  trustees  named 
SioekweU  and  Lamb  to  advance  him  £10,000  on  the  security  (with  Kawlibts. 
other  property)  of  the  WhUehureh  property,  part  of  the  property 
comprised  in  the  above-mentioned  mortgage ;  and  by  a  deed  dated 
the  2nd  of  April,  1856,  it  was  witnessed  that  Rawlins  conveyed 
the  WhUchurch  property  to  StodcweU  and  Lamb  in  fee,  subject  to 
redemption  on  payment  of  the  £10,000  in  the  usual  manner. 

On  the  same  2nd  of  April,  1856,  and  prior  to  the  execution  of  the 
mortgage  to  StoekweU  and  Lamh,  W.  H.  Pitcher  had  executed  an 
indenture,  which  was  unstamped  until  after  this  suit  had  been 
instituted,  and  which  apparently  was  not  to  have  been  used  unless 
it  became  necessary  to  use  it.  By  this  indenture  it  was  witnessed 
that  W,  H,  Pilcher,  in  consideration  of  the  payment  to  him  by 
Bawlins  of  £3500,  conveyed  the  Whitchurch  property  to  Rawlins 
in  fee  discharged  from  the  mortgage  debt  of  £8373.  No  receipt 
was  indorsed  on  this  deed,  which  was  only  produced  after  the 
institution  of  this  suit,  and  was  then  handed  by  Rawlins  to  Stock- 
well  and  Lamb,  who  thus  discovered  that  they  had  the  legal  estate, 
though  not  by  the  deeds  on  which  they  had  relied.  Rawlins  and 
W.  H,  Pilcher  appeared  to  have  shared  the  £10,000  advanced  by 
StockweU  and  Lamb;  and  the  title  deeds  of  the  Whitchurch  pro- 
perty, with  the  exception  of  the  mortgage  deed  of  1851  and  the 
reconveyance,  were  delivered  to  StockweU  and  Lamb, 

Under  a  second  settlement  also  made  by  Jeremiah  PUoher  on 
the  23rd  of  August,  1830,  W.  H.  Pilcher  was,  in  1860,  the  sur- 
viving trustee  of  a  sum  of  £3000  held  in  trust  for  Jeremiah  Pilcher 
and  his  second  wife,  and  the  children  of  a  second  marriage.  This  sum 
had  been  advanced  to  Rawlins  on  the  security  of  the  property 
comprised  in  the  mortgage  of  the  23rd  of  April,  1851,  and  of 
certain  other  property,  both  of  which  were  conveyed  to  the  trustees 
of  the  settlement  by  a  mortgage  deed  dated  the  30th  of  May,  1854, 
and  containing  notice  of  the  settlement.  W.  H.  Pilcher  was  also 
co-executor  with  one  /.  IT.  Ward  of  the  estate  of  one  /•  MaUhews, 
and  having  received  £3000,  part  of  the  estate^  he,  in  November,  1860, 
agreed  to  give  to  J.  H.  Ward  security  for  the  £3000 ;  and  with  that 
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li.  C.       in  view,  W.  H.  PUeher  and  Bawlins  acted  as  follows :  By  a  deed 

#1   T       TT 

purporting  to  be  a  purchase  deed,  and  dated  the  11th  of  April, 


PiLCHEB 
V. 


1861,  Rawlins,  in  consideration  of  £2590,  expressed  to  be  paid 
to  him  by  W.  H,  PUeher^  purported  to  convey  to  W.  H.  Pilcher 
Rawunb.  the  Smiihfield  and  New  Street  property.  A  receipt  for  £2590  was 
indorsed,  but  no  money  actually  passed.  TT.  J9.  Pilcher  then 
delivered  an  abstract  of  title,  suppressing  the  mortgages  of  1851 
and  1854,  and  shewing  a  title  in  fee  simple  in  himself.  This  was 
accepted  by  the  conveyancing  counsel  of  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
and  a  mortgage  was  executed  by  W.  H.  Pilcher  conveying  these 
properties  to  Ward  as  security  for  the  £3000. 

W,  H.  PUeher  continued  until  1864  to  pay  the  interest  due  on 
the  trust  funds  to  /.  Pilcher.  In  July,  1865,  /.  Pilcher  called 
upon  TF.  JET.  Pilcher  to  hand  over  the  deeds,  and  received  from 
him  a  box  containing  the  two  mortgage  deeds  only,  the  result  of 
whicli  was  that  the  dealings  of  W.  JET.  Pilcher  and  Bawlins  were 
then  in  part  discovered. 

Jeremiah  Pilcher  and  his  children  thereupon  filed  their  bill  in 
this  suit  against  Rawlins,  W.  H.  PUcJier,  IStockweU  and  Lamb, 
Ward,  and  others,  praying  that  the  priorities  of  the  charges  affect- 
ing the  property  comprised  in  the  mortgage  of  1851  might  be 
ascertained,  and  that  StockweU  and  Lamb  as  to  the  Whitchurch 
property,  and  Ward  as  to  the  other  property  mortgaged  to  him, 
and  forming  part  of  the  securities  of  1851  and  1854,  might  be 
restrained  from  dealing  with  the  legal  estates  vested  in  them, 
and  that  directions  might  be  given  for  conveying  such  legal  estates 
for  the  security  of  the  Plaintiffs. 

The  Defendants  Siockwdl  and  Lanih  and  the  Defendant  Ward, 
by  their  answers,  pleaded  that  they  were  purchasers  for  value 
without  notice,  and  claimed  the  benefit  of  the  legal  estates  vested 
in  them  respectively. 

The  Master  of  the  Bolls  was  of  opinion  that  the  mortgage  of 
1851  had  priority  over  the  mortgage  to  StockweU  and  Lamb  and 
over  the  mortgage  to  Ward,  and  made  a  decree  accordingly,  as 
reported  (1),  where  the  &cts  of  the  case  are  more  fully  stated. 

The  Defendant  Lamb  (StcchweU  being  dead)  and  the  Defendant 
Ward  appealed. 

(1)  Law  Hep.  11  Eq.  53. 


Rawlins. 
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The  Solicitor-General  (Sir  O.  Jessel),  and  Mr.  H.  Humphreys^       L.  0. 

m         -r  1  And  L.  J  J. 

for  Lamb : — 

1871 

We  contend,  in  the  first  place,  that  the  mere  mention  of.  the  pj^^^r 
fact  of  the  money  being  trust  money  was  not  enough  to  bind  any  ^^^ 
one  to  look  for  the  cestuia  que  trust.  Besides,  after  all,  a  fair 
proportion  of  the  mortgage  money  was  actually  paid,  and  to  the 
proper  person  to  receive  it ;  it  is  true  that  he  has  misapplied  it,  but 
we  are  not  liable.  It  was  said  that  the  money  was  paid  before  the 
day  for  redemption,  and  that  only  part  of  it  was  paid,  which  ren« 
dered  the  concurrence  of  Jeremiah  PUcher  necessary ;  but  such  refine- 
ments are  shocking  to  common  sense.  Any  refinements  should  be 
on  our  side,  for  it  was  the  Plaintififs,  and  not  we,  who,  by  trusting 
W.  JET.  Pitcher,  and  leaving  him  sole  trustee,  enabled  him  to  commit 
this  fraud.  Carter  v.  Carter  (1)  went  perhaps  too  far,  but  this 
goes  still  further.  We  say  that  we  have  the  legal  estate,  and  that 
there  is  no  equity  to  deprive  us  of  it :  MaundreU  Y.Maundrell{2) ; 
Bates  V.  Johnson  (3).  The  whole  doctrine  of  attendant  terms 
depends  upon  this.  We  had,  when  we  advanced  the  money,  neither 
actual  nor  constructive  notice  of  the  prior  mortgage,  and  our  equity 
is  as  good  as  that  of  the  Plaintiff — in  fact  better,  for  they  chose 
to  trust  a  sole  trustee.  We  trusted  no  one,  and  took  our  mortgage 
in  the  regular  way,  and  after  due  investigation  of  the  title.  No 
doubt  we  were  not  aware  of  the  reconveyance  to  Bawiins,  but  by 
that  means  we  get  the  legal  estate,  and  we  ought  not  to  be  de- 
prived of  it.  We  are  purchasers  for  valuable  consideration.  We 
ask  no  relief;  we  only  ask  to  be  let  alone.  J^  parte  Knott  (4) 
was  a  clear  case.  In  Jones  v.  Powles  (5)  the  trustee  was  interested, 
as  in  this  case.  JDodds  v.  Bills  (6)  is  in  our  favour.  The  Plain- 
tifi*s  do  not  venture  to  ask  that  the  reconveyance  should  be  set 
aside,  but  ask  that  the  legal  estate  conveyed  by  it  may  be  dealt 
with  to  protect  them.    But  why  ?    Why  are  we  to  be  deprived  of  it  ? 

Sir  iJ.  BaggaUay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  FerrerSj  for  Ward : — 

We  claim  the  benefit  of  all  the  arguments  on  behalf  of  Stockwett 
and  Lamh,  but  our  case  is  stronger.    We  have  in  no  sense  been 

(1)  3  K.  &  J.  617.  (4)  11  Ves.  G09. 

(2)  10  Ves.  246.  (5)  3  My.  &  K.  681. 

(3)  Joh.  304.  (6)  2  H.  &  M.  424. 
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L.  G.  guilty  of  laches.  No  doubt  the  conyeyance  to  PUcher  was  in- 
tended as  a  blind,  and  deceived  us ;  but  we  have  without  it  the 
legal  estate,  and  we  are  purchasers  without  notice,  and  with  the- 
legal  estate. 

Mr.  Sauthgate,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bristowe,  Q.C.,  for  the  Plaintiffi : — 

We,  too,  are  innocent,  and  we  have  the  earUest  equity.  It  was- 
against  conscience  that  our  trustee  should  deal  as  he  did,  and 
legal  estates  so  obtained  cannot  be  set  up.  The  legal  estate  can 
be  claimed  only  through  a  deed  which  shews  the  trust,  and  thus^ 
those  who  take  under  it  are  bound  by  it.  BavHiwl  deeds  con- 
veyed nothing,  because  there  was  a  prior  deed ;  and  if  the  deed  of 
1851  had  been  produced,  as  it  must  be,  to  make  out  the  title  to 
the  legal  estate,  the  mortgagees  would  have  been  bound  to  call  for 
production  of  the  deed  of  1830,  and  then  W.  H.  Ptlcher  could 
not  have  committed  these  frauds.  There  is  no  case  in  which  a 
trustee  has,  in  derogation  of  his  duty,  conveyed  the  legal  estate, 
and  the  pei-son  taking  the  legal  estate  has  been  allowed  to  avail 
himself  of  it.  Carter  v.  Carter  (1)  only  followed  Wilhttffhby  v* 
WiUoughby  (2)  and  Saunders  v.  JDehew  (3).  Ko  doubt,  if  you  take 
a  conveyance  for  valuable  consideration  without  notice,  you  can,, 
when  you  find  out  a  fraud,  protect  yourself  by  getting  in  a  legal 
estate ;  but  you  cannot  do  so  if  you  have  notice  at  the  time  ;  and 
here  the  Defendants  cannot  shew  their  title  without  shewing  notice. 
If  a  man  paid  his  money  on  a  forged  deed,  he  could  not  after- 
wards, by  getting  in  the  legal  estate,  protect  himself.  It  is  not 
true  that  the  Plaintiffs  have  trusted  the  trustee ;  on  the  contrary^ 
they  gave  notice  on  the  mortgage  deeds  that  it  was  trust  money  r 
Phillips  V.  Phillips  (4) ;  Colyer  v.  Finch  (5).  Can  the  Court  allow 
a  trustee,  who  is  the  creature  of  the  Court,  to  injure  his  eestuis-- 
que  trust  in  this  way  ?  The  mortgagees  claim  under  a  fraud ; 
we  do  not.  In^Jbnes  v.  Potdes  (6)  the  facts  could  not,  by  any 
reasonable  diligence,  have  been  discovered. 

Mr.  Kingdon,  who  was  with  them,  was  not  heard,  as  two  counsel 
on  that  side  had  been  heard. 

(1)  3  K.  &  J.  617.  (4)  4  D.  F.  &  J.  208. 

(2)  1  T.  R.  763.  (5)  19  Beav.  600 ;  5  H.  L.  C.  905. 

(3)  2  Vem.  271.  (6)  3  My.  ft  K.  681. 
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Mr.  Boxburgihj  Q»C^  and  Mr.  Dreuny,  for  the  representatives  of       L.  c. 
W.  H.  PQeheTj  who  was  dead. 
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Mr.  ShajpteTy  Q.C.,  Mr.  W.  Pearsany  and  Mr.  H.  0.  Wardy  for     YiumxBi 
other  parties.  _  «^« 


The  SoKeihr-Generdl,  in  reply. 


Jan.  29.    Lobd  Hatheblet,  L.C.,  after  stating  the  fetcts  of  the       1372 
case,  continued : — 

The  Defendant  Bauline  could  not  have  transferred  the  legal 
estate  in  the  property  except  through  the  medium  of  the  recon- 
veyance of  1856y  and  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  considered  the  case 
to  be  similar  in  that  respect  to  the  case  of  Carter  v.  Carter  (1). 
The  authority  of  that  case  has  been  strongly  impugned  in  argu- 
ment by  the  counsel  for  the  Appellants,  and  the  decision  is,  I 
believe,  not  approved  of  by  the  Lords  Justices.  That  case  may  be 
thus  briefly  stated :  John  Carter,  the  mortgagor,  believing  himself 
to  be  entitled,  under  the  will  of  his  father,  to  certain  shares  in  real 
estate  in  fee,  conveyed  his  shares  and  all  other  his  estate  and 
interest  in  the  property  by  way  of  mortgage  to  the  mortgagee. 
This  was  done  in  good  faith,  but  subsequently  a  later  will  was  dis- 
covered by  which  the  mortgagor  took  an  estate  in  fee,  but  in  trust 
for  himself  for  life  only,  and  as  to  the  remainder  in  fee,  in  trust 
for  several  persons  and  objects  mentioned  in  the  wilL  The  mort- 
gagee, a  Defendant  in  the  suit,  insisted  that  he  was  entitled  to 
hold  the  fee  of  the  mortgaged  shares  as  against  the  cestuis  que 
trust  in  remainder,  John  Carter  having  conveyed  to  him  the 
fee  of  such  property  without  any  notice  of  the  trusts  under  the 
second  will.  I  held  that  this  could  not  be  so,  the  only  title  to  the 
fee  in  John  Carter  being  that  which,  on  its  face,  disclosed  the  title 
of  his  eeetuia  jue  trust ;  in  fact,  that  either  I  must  have  made 
John  Carter,  without  any  evil  intention  or  want  of  care  on  his 
part,  guilty  of  a  gross  breach  of  trust,  and  have  then  suffered  the 
fruits  of  that  breach  of  trust  to  be  enjoyed  by  his  mortgagee,  or  I 
must  have  said  that  a  title  was  not  acquired  by  the  mortgagee 
against  the  equitable  owner. 

(1)  3  K.  &  J.  617. 

2A2  1 


PiLCHBR 
V. 


266  CHANCERY  APPEALS.  [L.  R. 

L.  C.  I  did  not  follow  a  case  of  Faussel  y.  CarperUer  (1),  decided  by 

Lords  TetUerden  and  Wynford^  but  greatly  disapproved  of  by  Lord 
8L  Leonards  in  his  treatise  on  the  Law  of  Property  as  Administered 
in  the  House  of  Lords  (2).  In  that  case  a  conveyance  made  by  a 
Bawlixs.  trustee  having  both  a  legal  and  an  equitable  interest  in  the  land, 
and  conveying  in  general  terms,  was  held  not  to  pass  the  estate 
held  by  him  as  the  trustee.  I  thought  that  the  legal  estate  of 
Johjn  Carter  did  pass,  it  being  his  clear  intent  to  pass  the  fee  which 
be  supposed  to  be  his  own  ;  but  I  thought  that  I  was  entitled  to 
say  to  the  mortgagee :  "  You  cannot  say  you  have  contracted  for 
the  estate  of  the  eesluis  que  trudy  to  which  the  mortgagor  could  only 
make  a  title  by  the  second  will,  which  will  disclosed  the  trusts." 

The  case  now  before  us  differs  in  many  respects  from  the  case 
of  Carter  v.  Carter  (3).  An  intentional  fraud  has  been  committed, 
and  the  parties  to  it  have  been  enabled  to  effect  their  purpose 
owing  to  the  eeriuts  que  trust  allowing  the  trustee,  originally  one 
of  three,  to  become  the  sole  trustee.  As  sole  trustee  he  necessarily 
had  possession  of  the  title  deeds  to  the  mortgaged  estate ;  so  that, 
by  the  reconveyance  to  the  mortgagor,  the  mortgagor  became  re- 
possessed of  the  legal  estate,  and,  by  keeping  back  the  whole  mort- 
gage transaction,  was  enabled  to  shew  a  complete  legal  title  to  the 
property.  Had  he  disclosed  the  mortgage,  I  think  that  the  mort- 
gage deed  would  have  put  the  parties  dealing  with  him  on  inquiry ; 
but  as  matters  were  conducted,  the  mortgagee  acquired  the  legal 
estate,  and  entered  into  possession  of  the  property  without  notice 
of  the  prior  charge,  and  he  must,  I  think,  be  entitled  to  hold  it. 

The  plea  of  purchase  without  notice  states  only  possession  on  the 
part  of  the  professed  owner,  conveyance  of  the  estate,  and  absence 
of  notice ;  and  the  cases  undoubtedly  have  gone  very  far  (as  I  had 
occasion  to  observe  in  Carter  y.  Carter)  in  shewing  that  on  such  a 
plea,  when  proved,  equity  declines  all  interference  with  the  p\^- 
chaser,  having,  as  is  said,  no  ground  on  which  it  can  affect  his 
conscience.  I  confess  that  the  extent  to  which  this  doctrine  has 
been  carried  was  not  wholly  satisfactory  to  me  when  I  decided 
Carter  y.  Carter.  There  neither  the  mortgagees,  the  purchaser, 
nor  the  mortgagor  had  the  slightest  notion  that  the  transaction 

(1)  2  Dow.  &  01.  232 ;  6  Bli.  (N.S.)  76.  (2)  Page  81. 

(8)  3  K.  &  J.  617. 
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was  one  in  which  the  mortgagor  was  dealing  with  the  interest  of  '  L.  C. 
others.  The  mortgagees  had  taken  all  the  estate  of  John  Carter 
under  the  first  will,  which  was  found  afterwards  to  be  a  nullity ; 
the  fact  of  the  mortgagor  under  the  supposed  will  having  an  estate 
vested  in  him,  in  trust  for  others,  being  unknown  to  both  parties.  Rawlins. 
I  confess  that  if  this  case  bad  been  of  the  same  character  I  should 
hesitate  long  before  I  held  that  the  estates  of  the  eestuia  que  trust 
could  be  so  conveyed,  or  that  the  ignorance  of  the  mortgagor  could 
make  him  guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust,  or  that  his  act  executed 
wholly  divenso  intuitu  could  dispose  of  interests  in  which  he  had 
no  concern. 

Suppose  a  conveyance  made  by  a  man  without  title,  and  that 
afterwards  the  real  owner  makes  this  man  a  trustee  of  a  settlement, 
and  conveys  the  estate  to  him,  would  the  cestuis  que  trust  lose  the 
estate  by  the  estoppel  of  their  trustee  under  his  conveyance  ? 

Or,  suppose  that  a  person  who  conveyed  in  the  belief  that  he 
had  a  title,  and  afterwards,  as  heir  of  the  real  owner,  acquired  the 
legal  estate  by  the  death  of  a  devisee  in  trust  in  the  lifetime  of  a 
testator,  and  only  on  the  trusts  of  a  will,  would  the  cestuis  que 
trust  in  that  case  lose  their  estate  ? 

I  referred  in  Carter  v.  Carter  (1)  to  the  observations  of  Lord 
Eldon  in  Maundrdl  v.  MaundreU  (2),  and  Ex  parte  Knott  (3),  as  to 
the  difficulty  of  allowing  a  purchaser  to  hold  an  estate  which  was 
got  in  by  him  from  a  person  who  could  not  convey  without  commit- 
ting a  breach  of  trust ;  and  it  appeared  to  me  then,  as  now,  that 
Lord  Eldon  applied  his  observations  to  a  case  in  which  the  pur- 
chaser had  advanced  his  money  in  good  faith,  but  took  the  legal 
estate  afterwards  from  one  whom  he  knew  to  be  a  trustee  for 
others,  distinguishing  that  case  from  the  case  of  a  legal  estate 
acquired  by  paying  off  a  mortgage.  Li  itself  it  is  immaterial 
whether  the  purchaser  knows  or  not  that  another  has  an  equitable 
interest  prior  to  his  own,  provided  he  did  not  know  that  fact  on 
paying  his  purchase-money.  It  may  perhaps  be  sufficient  in  all 
possible  cases  for  the  purchaser  to  say,  '^  I  am  not  to  be  sued  in 
equity  at  all.  I  hold  what  was  conveyed  to  me  by  one  in  posses- 
sion, who  was,  or  pretended  to  be,  seised,  and  who  conveyed  to 
me  without  my  having  notice  of  another  equitable  title ; "  and 

(1)  3  K,  &  J.  617.  (2)  10  Ves.  246.  (3)  11  Ves.  609. 


268  CHANCERY  APPEALS,  [L.  R. 

L.  C.       that  the  Plaintiff  in  equity  must  disprove  the  plea  before  he  can 
proceed  any  further  with  his  suit.    But  I  know  of  no  case  either 
v^v^       before  or  since  Carter  v.  Carter  (1),  in  which  the  legal  estate  so  con- 
PiLOHER     yeyed  to  the  purchaser  was  held  by  the  vendor  on  express  trusts 
Rawlins,    appearing  on  the  face  of  the  only  instrument  under  which  the 
vendor  could  make  a  complete^  title,  so  that  a  trustee  of  a  settle- 
ment comprising  estates  of  any  magnitude,  and  being  in  possession 
on  behalf  of  a  minor,  for  instance,  could,  by  forging  a  conveyance 
to  himself,  pass  an  indefeasible  title  to  a  purchaser. 

The  present  case  is  not  such  a  case,  and  I  can  therefore  concur 
with  the  view  of  the  Lords  Justices  that  the  decree  must  be 
reversed. 

Sib  W.  M.  Jahes,  LJ,  : — 

I  entirely  concur  in  the  conclusion  to  which  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor has  arrived. 

I  do  not  mean,  in  the  few  observations  which  I  am  about  to 
make,  to  refer  to  a  class  of  cases  which  appear  to  me  entirely 
distinct  in  principle  from  the  case  now  before  us.  I  mean  that 
class  of  cases  in  which  a  person  finding  himself  in  possession  under 
a  defective  title  has  cast  about  to  cure  that  defect  by  procuring 
some  one  else  to  convey  an  outstanding  legal  estate.  No  doubt 
it  has  been  held  in  this  Court  that  a  man  under  those  circum- 
stances may  get  in  a  mortgage  and  tack  his  defective  title  to  the 
estate  of  that  mortgagee.  He  has  also  been  allowed  to  get  in  an 
outstanding  legal  estate  from  a  person  who,  being  a  trustee  for 
the  real  owner,  is  not  a  trustee  for  the  person  seeking  the  convey- 
ance. But  those  cases  where  the  person  seeking  the  conveyance 
knew  the  fact  that  the  trustee  was  trustee  for  somebody  else,  and 
could  not  convey  without  a  breach  of  trust,  whilst  the  trustee 
was  left  in  ignorance — those  cases,  I  say,  involve  a  principle  which 
I  have  never  been  able  to  understand. 

I  propose  simply  to  apply  myself  to  the  case  of  a  purchaser  for 
valuable  consideration,  without  notice,  obtaining,  upon  the  occasion 
of  his  purchase,  and  by  means  of  his  purchase  deed,  some  legal 
estate,  some  legal  right,  some  legal  advantage ;  and,  according  to 
my  view  of  the  established  law  of  this  Court,  such  a  purchaser's 

(1)  3  K.  &  J.  617. 
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plea  of  a  purchase  for  valuable  consideration  without  notice  is  an  L.O. 
absolute,  unqualified,  unanswerable  defence,  and  an  unanswerable 
plea  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court.  Such  a  purchaser,  when  he 
has  once  put  in  that  plea,  may  be  interrogated  and  tested  to  any  Filohkb 
•extent  as  to  the  valuable  consideration  which  he  has  given  in  Bawlikb. 
order  to  shew  the  bona  jides  or  mala  fides  of  his  purchase,  and 
^also  the  presence  or  the  absence  of  notice ;  but  when  once  he  has 
gone  through  that  ordeal,  and  has  satisfied  the  terms  of  the  plea 
of  purchase  for  valuable  consideration  without  notice,  then,  accord- 
ing to  my  judgment,  this  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  whatever  to  do 
■anything  more  than  to  let  him  depart  in  possession  of  that  legal 
estate,  that  legal  rights  that  legal  advantage  which  he  has  ob- 
iained,  whatever  it  may  be.  In  such  a  case  a  purchaser  is  entitled 
to  hold  that  which,  without  breach  of  duty,  he  has  had  conveyed 
to  him. 

In  the  case  of  Carter  v.  Carter  (1),  which  was  decided  by  the  pre- 
sent Lord  Chancellor,  and  which  was  followed  by  the  Master  of  the 
Bolls  in  this  case,  and  with  which  I  am  bound  to  say  I  am  unable 
to  agree,  an  exception  from  that  rule  was,  under  the  circumstances, 
•supposed  to  exist. 

It  is  very  clearly  expressed  in  a  few  lines  of  the  judgment  in  that 
•case :  ^^  But  here  the  purchaser  taking  the  conveyance  under  one 
will,  supposed  by  all  parties  to  be  really  the  last  will  of  the  tes- 
tator, finds  himself  driven  to  rely  upon  another  and  a  second  will 
containing  on  the  face  of  it  all  the  trusts  which  the  testator  has 
•created ; " — ^and  that  circumstance  is  supposed  to  create  the  excep- 
tion. To  my  mind  there  are  to  that  supposition  two  short  and 
•conclusive  answers — the  one  a  matter  of  principle,  and  the  other 
A  matter  of  fact  My  view  of  the  principle  is,  that  when  once  you 
have  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  the  purchaser  is  a  purchaser 
for  valuable  consideration  without  notice,  the  Court  has  no  right 
(to  ask  him,  and  has  no  right  to  put  him  to  contest  the  question, 
how  he  is  going  to  defend  himself,  or  what  he  is  going  to  rely  on. 
He  may  say,  honestly  and  justly,  '*  I  am  not  going  to  tell  you.  I 
have  got  the  deeds ;  I  defend  them,  and  you  will  never  be  able  to 
make  me  produce  them,  and  you  will  never  be  able  to  produce 
isecondary  evidence  of  them.    I  am  not  obliged  to  produce  them 

<1)  3  K.  &  J.  617. 
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L.o.       at  all;  probably  before  you  get  half  way  through  your  action  of 
ejectment  you  will  find  a  jus  tertii  which  you  will  not  dispose 
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of;  the  estate  is  in  the  hands  of  a  legal  tenant  to  whom  I  have 
PiLOHEB     j^^  j^^  gjjj  jjQ  QjjQ  QQj^  detennine  that  tenancy  without  notice,  and 

Bawunb.  no  one  can  give  that  notice  but  my^lf ;  I  will  not  give  that 
notice,  and  no  Court  has  any  power  to  compel  me  to  give  it  I 
have  a  right  to  rely,  as  every  person  defending  his  position  has, 
on  the  weakness  of  the  title  of  the  person  who  is  seeking  to  dis^ 
place  me."  That  seems  to  be  exactly  the  position  of  such  a  pur- 
chaser as  this. 

The  purchaser  in  Carter  v.  Carter  (1)  did  not  rely  on  the  will 
which  created  the  trust ;  he  relied  on  another  title ;  for  the  will 
formed  the  title  of  the  adverse  party.  And  the  answer  to  that 
adverse  party  is,  by  the  good  luck  which  sometimes  attends  honest 
men,  *'  Though  you  produce  an  instrument  which  points  out  your 
title,  and  gives  the  property  to  some  one  else,  yet  I  am  prepared 
with  a  legal  defence  in  a  conveyance  which  was  executed  before*" 
It  appears  to  me  that  there  is  no  right  in  this  Court  to  prevent  the 
purchaser  from  setting  up  that  defence  to  the  claim  so  made 
against  him.  If  there  was  ever  a  case  in  which,  according  to 
my  judgment,  any  Court  ought  to  be  in  favour  of  a  purchaser 
and  against  such  a  title,  it  is  a  case  in  which  a  testator  has^ 
through  the  grossest  negligence,  allowed  two  wills  to  exist  after 
his  death,  so  that  some  members  of  his  family  produce  one  will 
apparently  making  out  a  perfectly  good  title  to  a  mortgagee  or 
purchaser,  and  then,  when  a  mortgagee  or  purchaser  has  been  inr 
duced  unwittingly  to  pay  or  advance  his  money,  some  othes 
members  of  the  family  produce  the  other  will,  which  has  been  sup- 
pressed or  concealed  during  the  whole  of  that  time,  and  then  seek 
to  take  the  estate  away  from  the  mortgagee  or  purchaser.  It 
Roems  to  me  to  be  a  very  ingenious  device  by  which  a  testator 
would  be  able  to  give  his  property  twice  over  to  his  family ;  but,, 
in  my  opinion,  it  is  a  device  which  ought  not  to  be  encouraged  in 
any  way  in  a  Court  of  Equity. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  whatever  may  be  the  accident 
by  which  a  purchaser  has  obtained  a  good  legal  title,  and  in  respect 
of  which  he  has   paid   his  money  and  is  in  possession  of  the 

(1)  3  K,  &  J.  617. 
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property,  he  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  that  accident,  just  as  a  '     L.  C. 
purchaser  would  be  entitled  to  avail  himself  of  the  possession 
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80  acquired,  without  any  reference  to  the  rights  of  the  persons 
who  may  be  otherwise  interested. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument  it  was  sought  to  draw  a  distinc-  Rawurb. 
lion  in  these  eases  where  the  object  is  to  ascertain  priorities ;  but 
even  in  suits  of  that  nature  the  legal  title  is  inquired  into.  I 
apprehend  that  when  a  mortgagee  is  in  possession  of  the  legal  estate 
there  is  no  equity  to  make  him  reconvey  (in  my  judgment  that 
is  the  test),  and  he  is  entitled  to  hold  it  until  every  part  of  his 
incumbrance  has  been  paid. 

It  was  said  in  argument  that  where  a  man  has  a  second  incum- 
brance on  an  estate,  but  has  the  legal  right  of  possession,  and  the 
legal  right  to  the  possession  of  the  deeds,  he  has  been  made  to 
produce  those  deeds.  I  apprehend  that  that  cannot  be  right 
except  under  these  circumstances :  If  a  man,  being,  as  he  may  well 
be,  second  incumbrancer  on  an  estate,  and  also  in  law  the  owner  of 
the  deeds,  seeks  to  avail  himself  of  the  assistance  of  the  Court  for 
the  purposes  of  giving  effect  to  his  charge  upon  the  estate,  then  it 
may  be  right  to  force  him  to  bring  in  anything  which  he  may  hav«. 
I  do  not  say  anything  about  that,  if  he  is  availing  himself  of  the 
assistance  of  this  Court  to  redeem  the  first  mortgagee  or  to  be 
redeemed  himself.  But  where  a  man  has  got  the  deeds,  and  has 
got  a  puisne  incumbrance,  and  says,  '^  I  do  not  want  the  assistance 
of  the  Court ;  I  diitf»lAifn  any  interference  on  the  part  of  the  Court 
to  deal  with  the  property  as  it  pleases ;  I  am  perfectly  content  to 
rest  on  my  possession  of  the  deeds  " — if  he  is  minded  to  say  that, 
I  apprehend  that  he  has  as  much  right  to  retain  the  deeds  in 
his  box  as  he  would  be  entitled  to  keep  possession  of  a  box  of 
diamonds  if  they  had  been  pledged  with  him  by  way  of  collateral 
security. 

The  decision  in  the  case  of  Carter  v.  Carter  (1),  which  has  been  so 
much  referred  to,  is  a  decision  which  I  have  considered  for  some 
years,  and  I  haye  more  than  once  thought  it  right  to  express  my 
views  of  that  case.  I  differ  in  some  respects  in  my  views  from 
those  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  with  regard  to  that  case,  but  I  say 
that  the  right  of  a  person  without  notice  is  absolute  and  unqua- 
lified, when  once  he  has  made  it  out. 

(1)  3K.&J.  617. 
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L.  c.       Sib  G.  Hellish,  L.  J. : — 

and  L.  JJ. 

I  agree  in  the  oonclusion  to  which  the  Lord  Chancellor  and  the 
Lord  Justice  have  arrived.  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  give  any 
'^""  opinion  whether  Carter  v.  Carter  (1)  was  rightly  decided.  In  my 
opinion  if  it  is  to  be  supported  it  must  be  supported  upon  the 
grounds  stated  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  to-day,  namely,  that  there 
were  such  peculiar  circumstances  in  that  case  as  to  make  it 
inequitable  that  the  purchaser  should  be  allowed  to  rely  upon  the 
second  wilL  But  I  think  it  cannot  be  supported  on  the  grounds 
upon  which  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  thought  it  had  been  decided, 
and  upon  which  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  acted  in  the  case  now 
before  us.  The  Master  of  the  Bolls,  as  I  understand  his  judg- 
menty  held  that  a  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration,  who  has 
obtained  a  conveyance  of  the  legal  estate,  is  in  this  Court  always 
to  be  held  to  have  notice  of  the  contents  of  the  deeds  which 
form  a  link  in  the  chain  by  which  the  legal  estate  was  conveyed 
to  him.  And  he  held  that  the  doctrine  of  constructive  notice 
ought  to  be  enlarged,  and  that,  although  in  point  of  fact  the 
deed  in  question  was  never  produced  to  the  purchaser — ^although 
he  had  neither  knowledge  nor  the  means  of  knowledge  of  its  con- 
tents— although  he  and  his  advisers  were  guilty  of  no  negligence 
whatever  in  not  obtaining  knowledge  of  its  contents — yet,  never- 
theless, he  must  in  this  Court  be  held  to  have  notice  of  the 
contents,  if  it  was  a  deed  which,  when  ejectment  was  brought 
against  him  in  a  Court  of  Law,  he  would  be  bound  to  produce. 

It  is  admitted  that  that  rule  has  never  been  laid  down  prior  to 
the  case  of  Carter  v.  Carter  ;  there  were  not  even  dicta^  or  any 
authority  whatever  that  I  have  been  able  to  find,  tending  to  shew 
that  any  such  rule  had  prevailed  in  this  Court;  and  I  am  of 
opinion  most  clearly  that  it  ought  not  to  be  so  laid  down. 

I  do  not  agree  with  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  that  the  purchaser 
for  valuable  consideration  in  such  a  case  as  he  describes,  is  ap- 
probating and  reprobating.  A  person  who  approbates  and  repro- 
bates is  acting  inconsistently.  He  must,  in  £Etct,  be  affirming  and 
denying  the  same  proposition  at  the  same  time.  But  I  cannot  see 
any  such  inconsistency  here.  If  an  action  of  ejectment  is  brought, 
it  is  wholly  immaterial  whether  the  Defendant  in  that  action  of 

ejectment  had  or  had  not  at  any  time  whatever  notice  of  the  eon- 

(l)  3  K.  &  J.  617. 
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tents  of  the  deed  or  instrument  on  which  he  rests  his  title.  What       L.  G. 

inconsistency  is  there  in  his  saying,  **  If  I  am  attacked  in  a  Court 

of  Law,  and  an  action  of  ejectment  is  brought  against  me,  I  rely  on 

this  deed  as  being  one  of  the  deeds  through  which  the  legal 

estate  has  been  conveyed  to  me  ?"  and  then,  if  he  is  attacked  in     Bawlhw. 

a  Court  of  Equity,  saying,  as  the  truth  is,  ^'  I  had  no  notice  of 

this  deed.    At  the  time  when  I  obtained  my  conveyance  I  had  no 

knowledge  and  no  means  of  knowledge  of  the  deed."    I  cannot 

43ee  that  there  is  any  inconsistency  in  his  so  acting. 

The  general  rule  seems  to  be  laid  down  in  the  clearest  terms 
by  all  the  great  authorities  in  equity,  and  has  been  acted  on  for 
a  great  number  of  years,  namely,  that  this  Court  will  not  take 
an  estate  from  a  purchaser  who  has  bought  for  valuable  con- 
sideration without  notice ;  and  I  find  that  the  Appellants  in  both 
the  cases  before  us  are  very  clearly  purchasers  for  valuable  consi- 
deration without  notice.  Unless  this  doctrine  of  constructive  notice, 
enlarged  as  it  has  been  by  the  Master  of  the  Eolls,  is  to  prevail, 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Appellants  have  made  out  their  case. 

As  it  is  admitted,  that,  with  the  exception  of  what  is  supposed  to 
have  been  said  in  Carter  v.  Carter  (1),  this  rule  of  constructive 
notices,  as  laid  down  by  the  Master  of  the  Bolls,  has  never  been 
established,  I  will  proceed  to  consider  it  a  little  upon  principle.  It 
happens,  curiously  enough,  that  in  one,  if  not  in  both,  of  the 
two  cases  before  us  the  Appellants  are  themselves  trustees  for 
other  eeduis  que  trusty  and  the  question  then  arises  which  of  the 
two  sets  of  cesttUs  que  trust  are  to  bear  the  loss.  Is  the  loss  to  fall 
upon  the  oestuis  que  trust  whose  trustee  has  fraudulently  conveyed 
away  the  estate  which  was  entrusted  to  him  ?  Or  is  the  loss  to  fall 
upon  those  whose  trustees  have  honestly  taken  a  conveyance  of 
that  estate  and  who  have  advanced  the  money  of  their  cestuis  que 
iruet  on  the  faith  of  that  estate  which  they  have  really  got  ? 

It  is  surely  desirable  that  the  rules  of  this  Court  should  be  in 
accordance  with  the  ordinary  feelings  of  justice  of  mankind.  Now 
if  the  first  set  of  cestuis  que  trusty  those  who  will  unfortunately  have 
to  bear  the  loss,  were  asked  how  it  happened  that  they  had  suffered 
this  loss,  they  would  answer  that  their  father  conveyed  the 
estate  to  their  uncle,  and  he  turned  out  to  be  a  dishonest  man,  and 
parted  with  the  estate.   That  is  an  explanation  which  any  ordinary 

(1)  3  K.  &  J.  617, 
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L.  C.       man  of  intelligence  would  understand.   It  might  not  be  satisfactory 
to  the  losers,  but  they  must  see  at  once  how  it  came  to  happen 
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that  they  lost  their  estate.  If  you  trust  your  property  to  a  man 
who  turns  out  to  be  a  rogue,  it  stands  to  reason  that  you  may  lose 
Eawukb.  it.  But  supposing  the  Master  of  the  Rolls*  doctrine  to  prevail,  and 
supposing  the  other  ceduis  que  trust  to  be  asked  how  they  had 
lost  their  property,  the  answer  would  be, "  Our  trustee  invested 
our  property  on  mortgage  on  the  faith  of  a  person  who  said  that  he 
had  the  legal  estate,  and  who  had  it,  and  who  conveyed  it  to  our 
trustee  as  a  security  for  the  sums  advanced,  our  trustee  being 
guilty  of  no'  negligence  whatever,  having  taken  the  advice  of  a 
perfectly  competent  conveyancer  in  order  to  see  that  the  title  was 
a  good  one.  But  the  Court  of  Chancery  says  that  we  have  lost  it 
because  our  trustees  had  notice  of  the  prior  mortgage ;  though 
they  had,  in  fact,  no  notice  whatever.  They  had  neither  knowledge 
nor  means  of  knowledge,  but  nevertheless  the  Court  of  Chancery 
says  that,  according  to  its  doctrine,  they  had  notice."  The  only 
conclusion  which  any  one  would  come  to  is  that  these  eestuis  que  trust 
had  been  deprived  of  their  property  by  the  Court  of  Chancery,  for 
reasons  which,  to  an  ordinary  mind,  were  perfectly  incomprehensible. 
I  am  clearly  of  opinion,  whether,  under  the  peculiar  circumstances 
of  that  case.  Carter  v.  Carter  (1)  was  rightly  decided  or  not,  as  to 
which  I  will  say  nothing,  that  where  a  trustee  in  breach  of  trust 
conveys  away  a  legal  estate  which  he  possesses,  and  that  legal 
estate  comes  into  the  possession  of  a  purchaser  for  valuable  con- 
sideration without  notice,  that  purchaser  can  hold  the  property 
against  the  eestuis  que  trust  who  were  defrauded  by  the  convey- 
ance of  the  trustee  ;  and  that  it  makes  no  difference  whatever  that 
if  the  purchaser  is  challenged  in  a  Court  of  Law,  and  an  action  of 
ejectment  is  brought  against  him,  he  may  have  to  rely  upon  some 
deed  which  was  in  fact  concealed  from  him,  and  of  which  he  had 
neither  knowledge  nor  means  of  knowledge. 

Solicitor  for  the  Plaintiffs :  Mr.  8.  W,  Johnson. 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendant  Xramb :  Messrs,  Johnson  dt  WeatheraU, 
Solicitor  for  the  Defendant  Ward :  Mr.  W.  Prideaua. 
Solicitors  for  other  Defendants :  Messrs.  Hancock,  Saunders,  dt 
Hatvhsford  ;  Mr.  J.  K  Pitcher. 

(1)  3  K.  &  J.  617. 
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Will — Remoteness — Limitations  after  an  Estate  TaU — "  Issue  " — Joint  Tenancy 

or  Tenancy  in  Common— ^^  ITien  Living,^ 

No  limitation  after  an  estate  tail  is  void  for  remoteness ;  and  it  makes  no 
difference  whether  the  limitation  be  directly  to  a  class  or  to  trustees  to  sell 
and  divide  among  such  class,  provided  the  legal  and  beneficial  interests  be 
ascertainable  at  the  determination  of  the  estate  tail. 

If  a  clause  in  a  will  offends  against  the  rule  against  perpetuities,  yet,  in 
construing  the  will,  such  clause  cannot  be  disregarded,  but  must  be  read  as 
the  expression  of  the  testator's  intention  as  though  no  such  rule  existed. 

A  testator  directed  his  trustee,  after  the  failure  of  limitations  for  life  and 
in  tail,  to  sell  his  real  estate  and  pay  a  share  of  the  proceeds  to  the  children, 
other  than  J.  G.  J7.,  of  A.  H,  "  then  living,"  and  the  issue  of  such  as  should 
be  then  dead  leaving  issue,  and  the  issue  of  J,  O.  jET.,  share  and  share  alike, 
the  issue  of  the  said  children  of  A.  H.  to  have  no  greater  share  than  their 
parent  would  have  had  if  living,  and  the  issue  of  J,  O.  B,  to  share  on  the 
same  footing.  The  testator  gave  another  share  to  C.  for  life,  and  after  her 
death  to  the  children  of  A,  H.  then  living,  and  their  issue,  in  the  same  words 
as  in  the  gift  of  the  former  share. 

At  the  close  of  the  will  the  testator  added  a  proviso  that  if  his  real  estate 
should  ever  be  sold  under  the  limitations  thereinbefore  contained,  and  the 
money  should  become  payable  to  the  issue  of  A,  ff,,  or  the  issue  of  «7.  O,  H,^ 
and  any  of  such  issue  should  be  then  dead  leaving  lawful  issue,  then  the 
issue  of  such  issue  as  should  be  so  dead  should  receive  the  share  which  his  or 
her  parent  would  have  been  entitled  to  if  living.  The  estates  tail  failed,  and 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  became  divisible : — 

Hdd  (reversing  the  decision  of  Matins,  V-C.X  that  the  proviso  at  the  end 
of  the  will  was  not  void  for  remoteness : 

That  the  *^  issue  "  of  the  grandchildren  of  A,  H,  must  be  confined  to  their 
children : 

That  where  a  grandchild  of  A,  H,  died  before  the  period  of  distribution 
leaving  children,  such  children  took  the  share  which  their  parent  would  have 
taken  if  he  had  been  alive  at  the  period  of  distribution,  even  in  a  case  where 
the  grandchild  died  before  his  parent  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator  and  before 
his  will : 

That  the  gift  to  the  grandchildren  created  a  joint  tenancy  inter  se,  but  the 
effect  of  the  proviso  was,  that  in  the  case  of  »  gnmdchild  dying  leaving  iasue, 
the  joint  tenancy  was  severed  as  to  his  share. 

X  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  part  of  a  decree  of  Yice-Chancellor 
Mdins  (1). 

(1)  Law  Bep.  11  £q.  522. 
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L.  JJ.  The  questions  in  the  suit  arose  on  the  construction  of  the  will 

1871        of  WiUiam  OratuDtcJce,  dated  the  3rd  of  March,  1819. 
HsASBiAN        The  testator  devised  the  residue  of  his  real  estate  to  trustees  in 
FxTbsb.      ^^^  ^  ^^®  ^®  ^^  ^'^  gralidson   W.  G.  Kinleside  for  life,  with 

remainder  to  the  use  of  his  children  in  tail,  and  in  default  of  such 

issue  to  the  use  of  his  granddaughter  Jemima  Elizabeth  Kinleside 
for  her  life,  with  remainder  to  her  children  in  tail ;  and  in  default  of 
such  issue  to  the  use  of  the  trustees  in  fee,  in  trust  to  sell  and 
divide  the  moneys  arising  from  the  sale  into  three  equal  parts  or 
shares,  I 

And  as  to  one-third  part  or  share  thereof,  upon  trust  to  transfer 
or  pay  and  divide  the  same  '^unto  and  amongst  all  and  every 
the  children  of  my  sister  Amy  Heasman^  deceased,  except  my 
nephew  John  Gratwicke  Heasman,  who  shall  be  then  living,  and 
the  issue  of  such  of  them  as  shall  be  then  dead  leaving  issue, 
and  the  issue  of  my  said  nephew  JoJm  GrcUwieie  Heasman, 
except  his  son  John  West  Heasman,  share  and  share  alike,  but  so 
as  the  issue  of  such  of  the  children  of  my  said  shter  Amy  Eeaaman 
as  shall  be  then  dead  shall  have  no  greater  share  than  their,  his, 
or  her  deceased  parents  would  have  had  if  living ;  and  so  as  the 
issue  of  my  said  nephew  John  Gratwicke  Heasman  shall  have  no 
greater  share  than  the  issue  of  any  other  of  the  children  of  my 
said  sister  Amy  Heaeman^  deceased,  is  directed  to  have  in  case  of 
the  decease  of  their,  his,  or  her  parent." 

And  as  to  another  third  part  or  share,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  in- 
come to  his  sister  Jane  OroZ:^  during  her  life,  and  after  her  decease 
to  divide  the  same  third  part  or  share  into  moieties,  and  to  transfer, 
pay,  and  divide  one  moiety  thereof  [here  were  repeated  the  words 
above  given  between  inverted  commas],  and  to  pay  the  income  of 
the  other  moiety  to  his  sister  Philadelphia  Jupp  during  her  life,  and 
after  her  decease  to  transfer  or  pay  and  divide  such  last-mentioned 
moiety  unto  such  persons  and  in  such  manner  as  the  third  part  or 
share  next  after-mentioned,  and  directed  to  be  paid  and  applied 
after  the  decease  of  the  said  Philadelphia  Jupp. 

As  to  the  remaining  third  part  or  share,  upon  trust  to  pay  the 
income  thereof  to  his  sister  Philadelphia  Jupp  during  her  life,  and 
after  her  decease  to  transfer,  pay,  and  divide  such  third  part  or 
share  unto  and  amongst  all  and  every  the  children  of  the  said 


r. 


YOL.  YIL]         CHANCERY  APPEALS.  277 

PhUadelpkia  Jitfp  who  shall  be  "  then  living/'  and  the  lawful  issue       L.  JJ. 
of  such  of  her  children  as  shall  be  then  dead  leaving  such  issue,        1S71 
equally,  share  and  share  alike,  but  so  as  such  issue  shall  have  no     TT«4«itAK 
greater  share  thereof  than  such  as  their,  his,  or  her  deceased 
parent  would  have  had  if  living. 

The  testator  bequeathed  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  to 
the  same  trustees,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  income  to  his  grandson 
WSUam  Chraiwieke  Kifdetide  during  his  life^  and  after  lus  de- 
cease in  trust  for  the  children  of  the  said  William  Chraiwidse 
Kinhtide  who  should  be  then  living,  and  the  lawful  issue  of  such 
of  his  children  as  should  be  then  dead  leaving  issue;  and  in 
de£ftult  of  such  issue,  in  trust  for  his  said  granddaughter  Jemima 
Uluabelh  KinUaide  during  her  life,  and  after  her  decease  in  trust 
for  her  children  and  other  issue  in  like  manner ;  and  in  default  of 
such  issue,  he  directed  that  the  said  residue  should  be  paid, 
applied,  and  disposed  of  in  such  and  the  same  manner,  and  for 
such  and  the  same  intents  and  purposes,  as  the  moneys  to  arise  by 
sale  of  his  said  real  estates  were  thereinbefore  directed  to  be  paid 
and  applied. 

The  will  contained  clauses  for  the  appointment  of  new  trustees, 
and  the  appointment  of  executors  and  the  indemnity  of  trustees. 
At  the  end  of  the  will  there  was  this  clause :  **  Provided  always, 
and  to  prevent  all  doubts  which  might  otherwise  possibly  arise, 
I  do  hereby  direct  and  declare  my  will  to  be,  that  if  it  shall  happen 
that  my  real  estate  shall  ever  be  sold  under  the  limitations  or 
devises  hereinbefore  contained,  and  the  money  thereby  arising, 
and  the  residue  of  my  personal  estate,  or  any  part  thereof  respec- 
tively, shall,  under  or  by  virtue  of  this  my  will,  ever  become  pay- 
able to  the  issue  of  my  said  late  sister  Amy  Heasman^  deceased, 
and  my  sister  FhHaddphia  Jupp^  or  the  issue  of  my  nephew  J6hn 
Qratwieke  Heagman  (except  his  son  John  Wed  Heasman),  or  any  of 
them,  and  any  one  or  more  of  such  issue,  shall  be  then  dead  having 
left  lawful  issue,  then  the  issue  of  such  issue  as  shall  be  so  dead 
shall  have  and  receive  the  part  or  share  to  which  their,  his,  or  her 
parent  would  have  been  entitled  to  if  living." 

Amy  Beaeman  died  on  the  20th  of  March,  1798 ;  the  testator 
died  on  the  21st  of  August,  1821 ;  Jane  Croker  died  on  the  13th 
of  December,  1821;    PhUaddphia  Jupp  died  on  the  25th  of 
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L.  JJ.  February,  1^32 ;  William  Qratwicke  Kirdeside  died  on  the  5th  of 
1871  December^  1862,  a  bachelor.  Jemima  Elizabeth  Kinleside  married 
Heasmak  Dr.  Arehddl,  who  took  the  name  of  Grattvieke,  and  she  died  on  the 
26th  of  September,  1867,  without  having  had  issue. 

Amy  Seasman  (besides  children  who  died  unmarried  before 
the  date  of  testator's  will)  had  two  children,  namely,  John  Oral' 
wicks  Heasman  and  Amy,  the  wife  of  Richard  Newland. 

John  Qratwicke  Heasman  died  in  1850,  and  (besides  his  son  John 
West  Heasman,  excluded  by  the  will,  and  besides  children  who 
died  unmarried  before  the  date  of  the  testator's  will)  had  two 
daughters,  Mary  Heasman,  now  living,  and  Frances  Eeasmanj  who 
died  in  1861  without  having  been  married. 

Amy  Newland  died  in  1825  and  (besides  children  who  died 
without  being  man*ied  before  the  date  of  the  testator's  will)  she 
had  had  the  following  children :  Three  who  survived  her,  viz., 
William,  who  died  unmarried  in  1839 ;  Francis  Budwicky  who  died 
in  1850,  leaving  issue  Thom>as,  who  died  in  1845  leaving  issue ; 
Mary  Corney,  who  died  in  1861  without  leaving  issue ;  and 
other  children — one  who  died  before  the  date  of  the  testator's  will, 
and  another  who  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime ;  both  of  whom  left 
issue,  who  or  whose  issue  were  still  living. 

Philadelphia  Jwpp  (besides  children  who  died  in  the  lifetime 
of  testator  without  being  married)  had  issue  three  children: 
two  who  survived  her,  viz.,  Charlotte  Holmes  and  WiUiam  Jupp, 
and  one,  viz.,  George  Spencer  Jupp,  who  died  in  her  lifetime  in 
1819,  leaving  children  who  survived  him,  some  of  whom  were  dead 
and  some  still  living. 

Under  these  circumstances  the  present  bill  was  fQed  by  Mary 
Beasman,  the  only  surviving  child  of  J.  O.  Heasman,  for  the 
purpose  of  ascertaining  the  persons  entitled  to  the  proceeds  of 
sale  of  the  real  estate  and  the  leaseholds  of  the  testator.  The 
yice-Chancellor  decided,  among  other  points  not  the  subject  of  the 
present  appeal,  that  the  proviso  at  the]  end  of  the  will,  respecting 
the  issue  of  deceased  issue,  was  void  under  the  rule  against  per- 
petuities, and  that  the  gifts  should  be  construed  without  reference 
to  that  proviso;  that  the  word  "  issue"  in  the  gift— the  issue  of 
the  children  of  Amy  Heasman  and  the  issue  of  /.  O.  Heasm^an,  in 
the  second  clause — must  be  read  **  children,"  and  that  such  issue 
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took  as  joint  tenants  inter  se.    He  also  held  that  the  words  *'  then       L.  JJ. 
living,"  in  the  gift  of  one  moiety  of  the  third  share  given  to  Jane        1871 
Crciker  for  life,  which  was  given  to  the  family  of  Amy  Heasman,     hbasmah 
referred  to  the  period  of  distribution ;  but  that  the  same  words  in 
the  gift  of  the  third  share,  given  to  Philadelphia  Jupp  for  life, 
referred  to  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life. 

His  Honour  accordingly  decided  that  the  moiety  of  the  proceeds 
of  the  whole  estate  given  to  the  family  of  Amy  Ueasman  went  in 
equal  moieties  to  the  Plaintiff,  the  second  child  of  /.  O,  Heasman^ 
and  the  legal  personal  representative  of  Mary  Comey,  the  sur- 
viving child  of  Mrs.  Newland. 

From  this  decision,  so  far  as  it  related  to  the  shares  of  Amy 
Hea8man*8  family,  the  grandchildren  of  Mrs.  Newland,  being  chil- 
dren of  Francis  Rudtcich  Newland  and  Thomas  Newland,  appealed. 

Mr.  Cole,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Miller,  for  the  Appellants : — 

We  contend,  first,  that  the  proviso  at  the  end  of  the  will 
respecting  the  issue  of  deceased  issue  was  valid.  The  rule  against 
perpetuities  does  not  apply  to  limitations  to  take  effect  after  an 
estate  tail,  because  they  are  destructible  by  the  tenant  in  tail : 
Morse  v.  Lord  Ormonde  (1) ;  Egerion  v.  Lord  Brownlow  (2) ;  Co. 
Liu,  (3) ;  Cole  v.  SeweU  (4) ;  Feames  Contingent  Remainders  (5) ; 
Lewis  on  Perpetuities  (6).  But  whether  the  clause  be  void  or  not, 
it  must  be  taken  into  account  in  construing  the  other  provisions  of 
the  wilL  It  expresses  the  testator's  intention,  and  cannot  be 
rejected.  We  contend  that  Amy  Newland's  children  took,  not  as 
joint  tenants,  but  as  tenants  in  common :  Mariin  v.  JHolgale  (7)  ; 
King  v.  Cleavdand  (8) ;  NickoUs  v.  Sheffield  (9) ;  Lyon  v.  Coward  (10) ; 
Badges  v.  Grant  (11).  The  words  "  then  living,"  both  in  the  gift 
of  the  original  one-third  part  to  Amy  HeasmarCs  family,  and  in 
the  gift  to  them  of  a  moiety  of  Jane  CroTcers  one-third,  must  refer 
to  the  period  of  distribution. 

Mr.  Shapler,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  StaUard,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  were 

(1)  1  Russ.  382.  (6)  154,  a.  99. 

(2)  4  H.  L.  C.  L  (7)  Law  Rep.  1  H.  L.  175. 

(3)  272,  a,  Butler's  note.  (8)  4  De  G.  &  J.  477. 
(4)  2  H.  L.  C.  186.  (IJ)  2  B.  C.  C.  215. 

(5)  522,  Butler's  note.  (10)  16  Sim.  287. 

(11)  Law  Bep.  4  Eq.  140.    - 
ToL.  VU.  2B  1 
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L.JJ.  desired  to  confine  themselves  to  the  question  of  whether  the 
1871        children  of  Amy  Neudand  took  as  joint  tenants  or  tenants  in 

Hbasmam     common. 

PcABfiB  ^  order  to  exclude  joint  tenancy  there  must  be  clear  words  of 

— -  severance.  The  words  "  share  and  share  alike "  do  not  apply  to 
the  issue.    Lyon  y.  Coward  (1)  must  be  considered  as  overruled. 

Mr.  Kay^  Q.C.9  and  Mr.  Shdheare^  for  the  administrator  of  Mary 
Carney  ;— 

The  gift  was  to  a  class  made  up  of  children  and  grandchildren. 
The  word  "  issue  "  must  be  read  "  children,"  as  in  Sibley  v.  Perry  (2^ 
It  was  necessary  that  the  issue  should  survive  their  parent,  but 
not  that  they  should  survive  the  tenant  for  life:  In  re  Wtid- 
man*8  Trusts  (3) ;  Martin  v.  Ecigate  (4).  The  words  of  the  gift 
create  a  joint  tenancy,  not  a  tenancy  in  common:  Penny  v. 
Clarke (5);  Bridge  y.  Tales  (6) ;  McGregor  y.  WOregar  (7);  Coe 
V.  Biffff  (8) ;  Lanphier  v.  Buoh  (9) ;  In  re  PefJCs  Trusts  (10). 

The  proviso  at  the  end  of  the  will  was  only  to  remove  an  ambi- 
guity as  to  the  share  of  J.  O.  Ehasman,  and  referred  to  that  share 
alone.    It  was  meant  to  explain,  not  to  alter,  any  of  the  gifts. 

Mr.  Miller f  in  reply,  referred  to  In  re  SotchJciss*  Trusts  (11), 
Christopherson  v.  Naylor  (12),  Jarvis  v.  Pond  (13),  and  OUes  v. 
GOes^U). 


Dec.  22.  Sib  W.  M.  James,  L.J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  as  follows : — 

This  is  an  appeal  from  part  of  the  decree  pronounced  by  Yice- 
Chancellor  Malins — from  that  part  of  the  decree  which  affected 
the  interests  of  what  may  be  briefly  called  the  Seasman  branch 
of  the  family  of  the  testator. 

1)  15  Sim.  287.  (8)  1  N.  R  636. 

(2)  7  Vcs.  522  (9)  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  484. 

(3)  IJ.  &  H.  299.  (10)  3  D.  P.  &  J.  291. 

(4)  Law  Rep.  1  H.  L.  175.  (11)  Law.  Rep.  8  Eq.  643. 

(5)  1  D.  F.  &  J.  425.  (12)  1  Mer.  320. 

(6)  12  Sim.  645.   .  (13)  9  Sim.  549. 
•  (7)  1  D.  F.  &  J.  6^.  (14)  8  Sim.  360, 
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The  facts,  and  the  material  portions  of  the  will  on  which  the       L.  JJ. 
•question  arises,  are  folly  set  out  in  the  report  of  the  case  before        1871 
the  Vioe-Chancellor  (1).    The  scheme  of  the  will  was  to  provide  a     hxashav 
series  of  limitations  of  the  real  estate  for  life  with  remainders  iu 
tail,  with  an  ultimate  remainder  to  trustees  for  sale,  and  a  gift  of 
the  produce  of  sale,  which  ultimate  remainder  and  gift  are  what 
the  Court  has  to  deal  with. 

The  testator  gave  his  residuary  personal  estate  to  his  grandson 
W.  O.  Kinletide  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  children  or  other 
issue  living  at  his  death,  and  if  he  should  die  without  children  or 
issue  living  at  his  death,  then  to  his  granddaughter  J.  G.  Kifile- 
side  for  life,  with  a  like  remainder ;  and  in  default  of  her  dying 
without  children  or  issue  then  living,  the  personal  estate  was  to 
go  in  the  same  manner  as  the  produce  of  the  real  estate. 

The  general  scheme  of  the  ultimate  gifts  was  this :  The  testator 
had  had  three  sisters,  and  he  divided  his  property  into  thirds ;  one 
third  he  gave  to  the  family  of  his  deceased  sister  Mrs.  Heasman  ; 
one  ^  third  he  gave  to  his  living  sister  Mrs.  Jupp  and  her  family ; 
and  as  to  another  third,  he  gave  an  estate  for  life  only  to  another 
«ister,  Mrs.  OrokeTf  and  she  being  an  aged  childless  woman,  he 
directed  that  third  to  go  in  moieties  between  the  Heasmans  and 
the  Juppe,  using  exactly  the  same  words  of  gift  as  those  in  which 
their  own  original  thirds  were  given  to  them. 

The  words  of  the  'gift  to  the  Heasmans,  the  gift  now  before  us, 
are  as  follows: — [His  Lordship  read  the  gift  to  the  Heasman 
family,  and  continued : — ] 

At  the  time  the  testator  made  his  will,  Amy  Heasman  had  in 
fact  only  two  children — the  John  Chratuncke  Heasman  who  is 
mentioned  and  excluded,  and  Mrs.  Neuiand  ;  and  all  her  other 
children  had  then  died  without  having  been  married,  so  that  the 
gift  was,  in  fact,  to  Mrs.  Newland  and  her  issue,  and  to  the  issue 
of  J.  O.  Heasman,  other  than  his  eldest  son,  who  was  excluded. 
The  gift,  therefore,  was  a  gift  to  Mrs.  Newland  or  to  her  issue,  if  she 
should  be  then  dead  leaving  issue,  and  to  the  issue  of  /.  O.  Heas- 
man, 6ther  than  his  son  J.  W.  Heasman,  as  tenants  in  common ; 
with  a  declaration  that  the  issue  of  Mrs.  Newland  should  take  no 
greater  share  than  the  parent  would  have  done,  and  that  the  issue 

(1)  Law  Rep.  11  Eq.  522. 
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L.  JJ.      of  J.  G.  Heasman  should  take  no  more  than  the  issue  of  Mrs. 
1871       NevHand, 
Hejibman        According  to  the  rule  in  Sibley  v.  Perry  (1),  the  word  "issue"" 
Pbamm.     wo^ld  have  to  be  read  "child"  in  the  gift  to  Mrs.  NeuAand'9< 

family ;  and,  assuming  that  the  same  meaning  would  be  given  to 

the  word  "  issue "  in  the  gift  to  /.  G.  Heasman^s  issue,  then  the* 
gift  would  read  thus :  "  To  Mrs.  Newland,  if  she  should  be  their 
living,  or  her  children,  if  she  should  be  then  dead  leaving  chil- 
dren, and  the  children  of  my  nephew  J,  G.  Hecuman,  other  than 
J,  W,  Heaetnan"  The  words  create  a  tenancy  in  common  betweeiv 
the  two  £EkmiIies.  But,  according  to  the  ordinary  rule  of  con- 
struction, each  set  of  children  would  take  as  joint  tenants.  So,, 
also,  according  to  the  ordinary  rule  of  construction,  no  children  of 
Mrs.  Newland  would  have  taken  unless  they  had  survived  her ; 
and  if  all  her  children  had  died  in  her  lifetime,  leaving  numerous 
issue,  they  would  have  taken  nothing,  and  there  would  have  beenr 
an  intestacy  as  to  that  share. 

It  is  to  be  noted,  moreover,  that  there  is  no  such  condition 
afBxed  to  the  gift  to  /.  G.  Heaeman's  children.  Beyond  question, 
all  his  children  who  were  in  existence  at  the  date  of  the  testator  s 
will  and  afterwards  came  into  existence  would  have  taken  vested 
interests;  and,  having  regard  to  the  whole  scope  of  the  bequest,, 
which  was  to  put  the  descendant  families  of  Amy  Heasman  on  an 
equality,  the  motive  of  the  gift  being  that  they  were  such  de- 
scendants, it  would  be  very  singular  that  the  children  of  Mrs» 
Newland  should  take  only  contingent  interests,  and  the  children  of 
/.  G.  Headman  should  take  vested  interests. 

But  the  testator  himself,  at  the  end  of  his  will,  has  added  » 
clause  expressly  to  prevent  all  doubt.  The  Yice-Chancellor  came 
to  the  conclusion  that  that  ultimate  clause  offended  against  the- 
rule  as  to  perpetuities,  and  was  therefore  to  be  struck  out. 

We  are  unable  to  concur  in  what  the  Vice-Chancellor  is  reported 
to  have  said  as  to  the  rule  against  perpetuities,  or  as  to  striking 
out  the  clause  if  it  did  offend  against  such  rule.  No  limitation 
after  estates  tail  is,  as  the  Vice-Chancellor  himself  points  out,  too- 
remote  ;  and  it  appears  to  us  clear  that,  whether  the  limitation  be 
directly  to  a  class  of  issue  to  be  ascertained  at  the  determinatioa 

(1)  7  Vefl.  522. 
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o{  the  estate  tail,  or  a  gift  to  a  trastee  for  such  dass,  or  upon  trust       L.  JJ. 
4;o  convey  to  such  class,  or  to  sell  and  to  divide  the  produce  amongst       isn 
such  class,  is  wholly  immaterial,  if  the  legal  and  beneficial  interests     bmaoum 
should  be  both  ascertainable  at  the  moment  of  the  determination      p  ^' 

of  the  estate  tail.    Moreover,  it  is  against  the  settled  rules  of  con-       

Btruction  to  strike  out  any  words  from  a  will  because  they  offend 
.against  the  perpetuity  rule.  For  all  purposes  of  construction,  the 
mil  must  be  read  as  if  no  such  rule  existed.  Any  dispositions  which, 
so  reading  and  construing  it,  are  found  to  be  the  testator's  wishes 
must  be  taken  to  be  his  wishes,  and  if  those  wishes  offend  against 
•the  rule,  the  gifts  would  fail,  and  must  fail  accordiugly ;  but  they 
are  not  the  less  part  of  his  will,  and  to  be  resorted  to  as  part  of 
the  context  for  all  purposes  of  construction,  as  if  no  such  rule  had 
been  established. 

Then,  what  is  the  light  thrown  upon  the  bequests  in  question  by 
«the  ultimate  proviso  ?  There  is  a  clear  intimation  of  the  testator's 
intention  that  the  death  of  a  legatee  dying  before  the  period  of 
division,  if  there  should  be  any  issue  then  surviving,  should  not 
•deprive  that  legatee's  issue  of  their  share  of  the  family  provision. 
The  gifts  to  the  issue  of  Mrs.  Nexcland^  to  the  issue  of  Mrs.  Jupp^ 
to  the  issue  of  /.  O.  Heasman,  are  all  put  together  and  evidently 
referred  to  as  gifts  of  the  same  character ;  and  it  is  quite  clear 
-that  he  did  not  intend  that  if  any  one  of  a  class  died  leaving  issue, 
ins  share  should  go  over  to  the  others  of  that  class. 

It  was  contended  that,  in  order  to  give  effect  to  the  explanatory 
proviso,  we  should  treat  the  gifts  to  the  issue,  not  as  gifts  in  joint 
tenancy,  but  as  gifts  to  them  as  tenants  in  common.  We  are  un- 
able to  accede  to  that  view.  It  would  be  the  more  natural  view 
of  the  proviso  to  consider  that  it  proceeds  on  the  assumption  that 
■there  is  originally  a  joint  tenancy,  and  proceeds  to  prevent  the 
mischief  which  would  arise  where  one  of  the  joint  tenants  lives  to 
iiave  and  leave  issue,  and  then  dies,  by  severing  the  joint  tenancy 
/IS  to  that  share.  We  are  of  opinion  that  such  is  the  effect  of  the 
proviso,  and  that  where  any  of  Mrs.  Newland's  children,  who  would 
have  taken  if  they  had  survived,  have  died  leaving  issue,  the  chil- 
ilren  take  the  place  of  the  parent,  and  in  all  respects  the  property 
is  to  be  divided  as  if  the  parent  had  survived,  but  as  if  he  had 
.survived  having  severed  the  joint  tenancy  as  to  his  share.    We  add 
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li.  JJ.      this  qualification^  because  equality  and  mutuality  are  of  the  very 

1871       essence  of  joint  tenancy,  and  when  a  share  is,  by  any  act  or  upon 

TT»A«rAiy    auy  coutingency,  exempted  from  surviving,  it  follows,  or  is  to  be 

•pjj^gji^     implied,  that  it  is  not  to  take  any  accruer  from  any  other  share* 

We  are  compelled,  therefore,  to  differ  from  the  Vice-Chancellor,. 

such  difference  being,  in  fact,  the  necessary  result  of  his  excluding 
the  explanatory  proviso,  which  we  have  admitted,  in  ascertaining 
the  true  construction.  The  children  of  Francis  Budwich  Newlandy. 
who  died  leaving  children,  and  the  children  of  Thomas  Newlandy 
who  also  died  leaving  children,  themselves  having  survived  Mrs. 
NeviUmdy  are,  according  to  our  construction,  clearly  entitled  to 
share.  But  we  have  to  consider  whether  the  children  of  two  other 
children,  who  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  and  consequently 
before  the  mother,  leaving  children,  are  or  are  not  to  be  included. 
Now,  in  considering  this,  it  is  not  unimportant  to  observe  how 
the  gifts  to  Mrs.  Newland^s  family  and  to  her  brother's  family  affect 
each  other.  If  the  gift  to  J,  G.  Eeasman^s  issue  had  stood  un^^ 
affected  by  the  context  as  to  Mra  NewIancFs  issue,  and  unaffected 
by  the  proviso,  it  would  have  been  a  gift  to  all  the  issue,  however 
^  remote,  who  were  in  existence  at  the  date  of  the  will,  and  came 
into  existence  afterwards  up  to  the  period  of  distribution,  pro- 
genitors and  offspring  all  taking  on  an  equal  footing,  and  no  dis* 
tribution  per  stirpes.  But  by  reference  to  the  context,  to  the 
provision  that  the  issue  of  the  nephew  was  to  take  no  greater  share 
than  the  issue  of  any  other  of  the  children,  and  to  the  language  of 
the  explanatory  proviso,  it  is  manifest  that  the  word  "  issue  "  in  the 
one  gift  must  be  cut  down,  as  in  the  other  gift,  to  "children,'^ 
But  still  the  class  would  embrace  all  the  children  of  J.  Q.  HsaS' 
man  who  were  in  existence  at  the  date  of  the  will  and  came  into 
existence  afterwards ;  and  it  would  certainly  be  the  more  reason- 
able intention  to  attribute  to  the  testator  that  he  meant  the  same 
class  to  take  in  Amy  NewlancFs  family  as  would  take  in  her  brother's* 
family.  As  by  the  proviso  he  takes  in  the  children  of  children 
deceased,  it  is  scarcely  within  the  bounds  of  reasonable  probability 
that  he  meant  to  make  a  distinction  between  the  grandchildren 
whose  parents  survived,  and  the  grandchildren  whose  parents  did 
not  survive,  their  parents.  It  appears  to  us  that  the  proviso  at  the 
end  introducing  the  grandchildren  is  fairly  capable  of  a  reasonable 
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interpretation  consistent  with  a  reasonable  intent  on  the  part  of  the       L  JJ. 
testator  and  with  the  general  scope  of  his  will.    The  words  intro-       1871 
dncing  the  grandchildren  are :  **  If  any  one  or  more  of  "  such"  issue     hiamiak 
shall  be  then  dead,  haying  left  lawful  issue."    If,  instead  of  the      p  ^- 

relative  words  "  such  issue,"  we  repeat  the  very  words  of  the  ante-       

cedent — that  is,  if  we  read  thus :  ''  If  any  one  or  more  of  the  issue 
of  my  said  late  sister  ilmy  Heasman,  &c^  shall  be  then  dead,  haying 
left  lawful  issue  " — then  the  yery  events  which  have  happened  have 
been  literally  provided  for,  and  the  grandchildren  the  children  of 
Mrs.  Newland  vrould  be  put  on  exactly  the  same  footing  as  the 
grandchildren  the  children  of  her  brother.  According  to  this  view 
the  children  of  the  two  who  so  died  before  the  testator  would  share. 
There  would  be  in  all,  according  to  our  view,  six  shares ;  two  shares 
would  go  to  those  two  sets  of  children  as  joint  tenants,  then  of  the 
other  four,  the  share  of  William^  who  died  childless  in  1839,  would 
survive  to  his  three  co-tenants  who  survived  him,  and  those  three 
would  therefore  take  four  sixths,  the  shares  of  those  who  died 
leaving  children  going  to  such  children  as  joint  tenants. 

There  remains  the  question  of  the  moiety  of  the  third  of  which 
Mrs.  Croker  was  tenant  for  life.  If  that  gift  had  stood  alone,  it 
would  have  vested  in  Mrs.  Newland  herself,  as  the  '^  then  "  would 
have  referred  to  the  death  of  Mrs.  Croker ;  but  seeing  that  such 
third  was  only  secured  for  the  purpose  of  giving  Mrs.  Croker  a  life 
interest,  and  that  then  the  words  of  gift  to  the  Heasmans  are  an 
exact  transcript  of  the  words  of  gift  of  the  original  third  to  them, 
it  would  be  most  unreasonable  and  almost  absurd  to  give  them  a 
different  meaning ;  and  we  agree  with  the  YioB-Chancellor  in 
holding  that  the  Heaeman  moiety  of  that  third  is  to  be  treated  as 
added  to  the  Heasman  third,  making  a  moiety  of  the  estate  which 
is  to  go  all  together. 

Counsel  will  consider  and  mention  to  us  again  the  exact  alter- 
ations which  will  be  required  in  the  declaration  and  directions  to 
give  effect  to  the  judgment. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiffs  and  some  of  the  Defendants  :  Messrs. 
E.  Carlton  Holmes  &  Son. 

Solicitors  for  the  other  Defendants:  Mr.  E.  Sovoion ;  Mr.  iJ. 
Wdihew  ;  Messrs.  Palmer,  Palmer^  db  Bull. 
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Jan.  30. 


L.  w.  In  re  PROSPER  UNITED  MINING  COMPANY. 

"^^  Ex  parte  PALMER. 

Cost-hook  System — Custom  of  Cornwall. 

A  shareholder  in  a  Cornish  mine  worked  on  the  cost-book  system,  relin- 
quished his  shares  in  July,  1868,  and  paid  his  share  of  the  expenses  up  to 
his  retirement.  In  Angast,  1869,  an  order  for  winding  up  the  company  was 
made,  and  the  retired  shareholder  claimed  to  prove  as  a  creditor  for  the 
value  of  his  share  of  the  stock  and  plant.  The  assets  were  insufficient  to 
pay  the  creditors  of  the  mine.  It  having  been  found  by  a  jury  that,  accord- 
ing to  the  custom  of  Cornwall,  an  adventurer  in  a  cost-book  mine,  upon 
relinquishing  his  shares  and  dischai^ing  his  proportion  of  the  liabilities  of 
the  company  at  that  date,  is  entitled  to  be  paid  his  share  of  the  then  value 
of  the  stock  and  plant,  and  that  such  share  is  due  to  him  immediately,  and 
payable  within  two  years,  the  proof  was  admitted. 

1  HIS  case  came  before  the  Court  on  an  appeal  from  the  Yice- 
Warden  of  the  Stannaries  of  CormvdU. 

The  Prosper  United  Mine  had,  up  to  and  for  many  years  previous 
to  1868»  been  carried  on  under  the  cost-book  system.  The  shares 
were  6000,  of  which  /.  B.  Palmer,  the  Appellant,  held  300.  On 
the  29th  of  July,  1868,  a  call  having  been  made,  Mr.  Palmer  sent 
to  the  purser  a  cheque  for  the  amount  in  a  letter,  by  which  he  re- 
linquished his  shares  and  stated  his  readiness  to  remit  his  propor- 
tion of  further  calls  up  to  that  date  on  being  informed  of  the  amount, 
and  proceeded  to  say  :  ''If  you  have  agreed  amount  of  plant,  &c., 
with  the  agent  of  any  other  considerable  shareholder  at  the  pre- 
sent time,  or  are  about  to  do  so,  and  will  inform  me  of  the  amount, 
it  will  probably  do  for  me  also  without  further  trouble."  The 
purser  having  informed  Mr.  Palmer  as  to  the  proportion  of  further 
costs,  the  amount  was  paid.  The  purser's  clerk,  on  the  10th  of 
August,  sent  a  letter  acknowledging  the  receipt  and  proceeding 
thus :  "  I  have  registered  your  resignation  in  the  cost-book  of  these 
mines  this  day.  Mr.  Wescomb  "  (the  purser)  "  is  now  at  the  mines, 
and  as  soon  as  he  returns  will  write  you  upon  the  valuation  of  the 
plant,  Ac." 

A  valuation  was  made  by  surveyors  on  behalf  of  the  purser  and 
Mr.  PaJmer,  but  no  payment  was  made  to  Mr.  Palmar, 
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On  the  14th  of  August,  1869,  a  Petition  was  presented  for  winding 
up  the  company,  and  an  order  made  on  the  27tb.  Mr.  Palmer  carried 
in  a  daim  under  the  winding-up  *'  for  my  proportion  of  the  value 
of  the  machinery  and  materials  on  the  above  mine  at  this  date 
(the  10th  of  August,  1868),  when  my  shares  were  relinquished  as 
per  yaluation  then  made — £450.'* 

The  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  plant,  &c.,  proved  insufficient  to 
satisfy  the  creditors  of  the  mine.  The  Vice- Warden  disallowed 
Mr.  Palmers  claim,  considering  that  the  existence  of  a  custom 
under  which  he  could  rank  as  a  creditor  in  this  state  of  circum- 
stances had  not  been  established,  but  offered  to  direct  issues  as  to 
it.  Mr.  Palmer  appealed  to  the  Lords  Justices,  who  took  the  same 
view  as  the  Vice- Warden ;  but  the  Appellant  desiring  an  issue, 
their  Lordships  discharged  the  order  and  remitted  the  case  to  the 
Vice- Warden  to  settle  issues  to  be  tried  before  him,  the  Petitioner 
paying  the  costs  of  the  application,  and  the  deposit  being  retained 
until  further  order  of  the  Court  of  the  Vice-Warden.  The  issues 
were  settled  as  follows : — 

1.  "  Whether  or  not  it  is  the  custom  in  the  countv  of  CormvaJl 
that  an  adventurer  in  a  company  worked  upon  the  cost^book 
system  is  entitled,  upon  the  relinquishment  of  his  shares  therein, 
and  upon  discharging  his  proportion  of  the  liabilities  of  the  com- 
pany at  that  date,  to  be  paid  his  share  of  the  then  value  of  all 
engines,  machinery,  tools,  tackle,  materials,  ores,  halvans,  and  other 
appurtenances  on  or  belonging  to  the  mine." 

2.  '^  Whether  or  not,  if  he  is  entitled  as  aforesaid,  the  said  share 
is,  according  to  the  custom,  payable  to  him  immediately  upon  his 
relinquishment,  or  at  some  subsequent  period ;  and  if  the  latter, 
at  what  period." 

3.  ''  Whether  or  not,  if  he  is  entitled  as  aforesaid,  he  is,  accord- 
ing to  the  custom,  entitled  to  be  paid  by  contributions  from  the 
continuing  adventurers  after  the  assets  have  been  exhausted  in 
the  payment  of  the  debts  for  the  time  being  on  account  of  labour 
and  materials,  or  only  out  of  the  residue  of  the  assets  (if  any)  after 
payment  of  the  said  debts." 

The  issues  were  tried  before  the  Vice- Warden  and  a  jury  of  the 
Stannaries^  and  a  verdict  was  returned  as  follows:  (1)  As  to  the 
first  issue,  **  It  is  the  custom  ;"  (2)  As  to  the  second  issue,  **  The 


L.JJ. 
1872 


in  re 
Pbospbr 

UNlTEa> 

lillilKG 

COUPANT. 

Ex  parte 
Palmeb. 


288 


GHANOEBT  APPEALS. 


[KB. 


L.JJ. 
1872 


In  re 
Prosper 
United 

MiKINO 

Company. 

Ex  parte 
Palmer. 


amount  is  dae  immediately,  and  payable  within  two  years ;''  (3)  As 
to  the  third  issue,  the  jury  found  that  the  first  and  second  issues 
led  them  to  the  conclusion  that  the  retiring  adventurer  was  en- 
titled to  be  paid  by  contributioDs  from  the  continuing  adventurers 
after  the  assets  had  been  exhausted. 

The  Vice-Warden  thereupon  made  an  order  allowing  the  claim ; 
but  as  he  considered  that  he  had  no  power  to  give  the  costs  of 
trying  the  issues,  the  appeal  Petition  Mas  again  placed  on  the 
Lords  Justices'  paper. 

Mr.  Fry,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Oraham  Hastings,  and  Mr.  A.  diaries,  for 
the  liquidator. 

Mr.  B(MDburgh,  Q.C..  Mr.  W.  Barber,  and  Mr.  Folkard,  for  the 
claimant,  asked  for  the  costs  of  the  proceedings  below  and  the 
issues,  and  that  they  might  be  taxed  by  a  Taxing  Master  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery,  on  the  ground  that  the  Registrar  of  the  Stan- 
naries  acted  as  liquidator  and  Taxing  Master  in  the  case  of 
companies  wound  up  in  that  Court. 


Their  Lordships  gave  the  Appellant  the  costs  he  asked  for,  and 
directed  them  to  be  taxed  by  the  Taxing  Master  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery. 

Solicitors:  Messrs.  Gregory,  BowcUffes,  db  Bawle;  Mr.  T.  8. 
Sowthgate, 
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In  re  PATENT  BREAD  MACHINERY  COMPANY. 
Ex  parte  VALPY  &  CHAPLIN. 

Companies  Act,  1862,  ».  43 — ItegUtration  of  Mortgage — Duty  of  Solicitor. 

A  solicitor  not  usually  employed  by  a  company  was  employed  by  them  to 
act  in  a  particular  matter,  and,  having  required  security  for  costs,  they  gave 
him  a  charge  on  certain  debts  due  to  them.  About  five  weeks  after  this  a 
winding-up  Petition  was  presented,  on  which  an  order  was  shortly  afterwards 
made«    The  charge  had  not  been  registered : — 

Held  (affirming  the  decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls),  that  though  under 
the  Companies  Act,  1862,  s.  43,  the  want  of  registration  did  not  make  the 
charge  void,  yet  that  the  solicitor  could  not  avail  himself  of  the  charge,  for 
that  it  was  his  duty,  as  being  the  solicitor  of  the  company  in  this  transac- 
tion, to  see  that  the  directions  of  the  Legislature  as  to  registration  were 
obeyed. 

1  HIS  was  a  motion  by  Messrs.  VaJpy  &  Chaplin  by  way  of  appeal 
from  an  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Kolls  refusing  to  give  effect  to 
a  security  claimed  by  themj 

In  the  latter  part  of  the  year  1870  the  company,  who  had  not 
usually  employed  Messrs.  Valpy  dt  Chaplin  as  their  solicitors, 
employed  them  about  some  questions  which  had  arisen  between 
the  company  and  a  Mr.  Stevens.  Mr.  Valpy,  agreed  on  behalf  of 
his  firm,  to  conduct  the  business ;  but,  knowing  that  the  company 
was  not  in  a  prosperous  state,  required  security  for  costs,  and  a 
letter  signed  by  two  directors  and  the  secretary  was  given  him> 
which  was  as  follows : — 


L.JJ. 

1872 
Feb.  13. 


<( 


To  L.  B.  Valpy. 


"London,  17th  Nov.,  1870. 
**  Be  Stevens. 


*^  We,  the  undersigned,  as  directors  and  secretary  of  the  above 
company,  hereby  undertake  that  all  sums  of  money  expended  in 
the  above  matter  at  our  request  for  counsels'  fees,  and  also  all  pro- 
per charges  of  your  firm  in  the  same,  shall  be  a  first  charge 
on  the  assets  of  the  company,  to  be  paid  out  of  the  sums  to  be 
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received  as  per  list  exhibited  to  yon,  particulars  of  which  are  here- 
with." 

At  the  foot  was  the  following  list : — 

"  Caterham  and  Lewesden  Asylums  . 

''  Taum  and  Hediey       .... 

"  Strand  Union    ..... 


£110    0 

0 

35    0 

0 

90  10 

0 

£235  10 

0" 

Business  was  done  in  this  matter  for  which  Messrs.  Valpy  dt 
Chaplin  claimed  £90  I63.  2dL 

On  the  27th  of  December  1870,  a  Petition  for  winding  up  the 
company  was  presented,  on  which  an  order  was  subsequently  made. 

Messrs.  Valpy  dk  Chaplin  gave  notice  of  their  charge  to  the 
Strand  Union  on  the  16th  of  February,  1871,  but  the  charge 
never  was  registered  in  manner  required  by  the  Companies  Ad^ 
1862,  s.  43,  no  register  of  mortgages,  it  appeared,  ever  having 
been  kept  by  the  company  in  conformity  with  that  section. 

The  interim  liquidator  having  received  payment  of  the  money 
owing  by  the  Strand  Union,  Messrs.  Yalpy  it  Chaplin  took  out  a 
summons  asking  that  it  might  be  paid  over  to  them.  The  applica- 
tion, haviug  been  adjourned  into  Court,  was  refused  by  the  Master 
of  the  Eo|ls  with  costs;  and  from  this  order  the  present  appeal  was 
brought. 

The  articles  empowered  the  directors  to  exercise  all  such  powers 
appertaining  to  the  company  as  were  not,  by  the  Joint  Stock  Com- 
panies Acts  or  the  articles,  declared  to  be  exerciseable  by  the  com- 
pany in  general  meeting,  and  to  borrow  money  for  the  purposes 
of  the  company  upon  mortgage  of  the  whole,  or  any  part,  of  the 
inventions,  rights,  and  other  property  of  the  company. 

Mr.  Wintle  for  the  Appellant : — 

That  this  was  a  mortgage  partly  for  future  costs  is  not  now  any 
objection :  33  &  34  Vict.  c.  28,  s.  16.  The  directors  had  power 
to  mortgage :  In  re  Patent  FUe  Company  (1). 

The  43rd  section  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  is  only  directory, 


(1)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  83. 
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and  contains  nothing  to  make  a  mortgage  invalid  if  not  registered  :        L.  JJ. 
In  re  Marine  Mansions  Company  (1).  1872 

[The  Lord  Justice  James  : — But  the  Appellant  acted  as  solici-      p^lii^T 
tor  of  the  company.!  Brbad 

He  was  not  their  regular  solicitor ;  he  only  acted  for  them  in      ^^  ^^ 

this  particular  matter ;  and  I  submit  that  it  cannot  have  been    ^Ji^^  ^^ 
1.1                                                               .1                                    Chapum. 
his  duty  to  see  that  the  charge  was  registered,  or,  at  all  events,        

within  so  short  a  time  as  elapsed  before  the  winding-up. 
Mr.  F.  J.  Wood,  for  the  liquidator,  was  not  called  upon. 

Sir  W.  M.  James,  L.J. : — 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls 
must  be  affirmed.  I  agree  with  the  argument  for  the  Appellant  that 
there  was  power  to  give  such  a  mortgage  as  this,  and  that  it  is  not 
made  void  by  want  of  registration.  But  as  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
officers 'of  the  company  to  see  that  every  charge  specifically 
affecting  property  of  the  company  is  registered,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  no  director,  manager,  or  other  officer  of  the  company,  can 
avail  himself  of  a  charge  which  is  not  registered.  Every  one 
standing  in  a  fiduciary  position  towards  the  company  is  bound  to 
see  that  the  company  obeys  the  directions  of  the  Legislature ;  and 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  failure  of  the  Appellant  to  do  so  is  fatal 
to  his  case.  It  makes  no  difference  that  he  was  not  the  regular 
solicitor  of  the  company ;  he  acted  as  their  solicitor  in  this  matter ; 
it  was  therefore  his  duty  to  see  that,  so  far  as  this  particular 
transaction  was  concerned,  the  register  was  properly  kept.  The 
judgment  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  proceeds  on  a  wholesome 
principle,  that  a  solicitor,  who  allows  the  directors  to  omit  the  regis- 
tration of  a  mortgage  in  respect  of  which  he  is  acting  for  them, 
shall  not  be  allowed  to  take  the  benefit  of  it. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Fa(py  cfe  Chaplin  ;  Messrs.  Poole  cfe  Sxiglies. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  4  Eq.  601. 


i 
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T.  JJ.  In  re  EUEOPEAN  BANK. 

1872 


March  1. 


MASTERS'  CASE. 
Company — Contributory — Bond  fide  Transfer — Misdescription  of  Transferee. 

Twelve  days  before  a  banking  company  stopped  payment,  one  of  the  share- 
holders in  the  company  traneferred  to  his  son-in-law,  a  journeyman  butcher, 
280  shares,  on  which  £15  a  share  had  been  paid,  and  £35  was  payable,  and 
which  were  then  saleable  at  £8  to  £G  a  share.  In  the  transfer  deed  the  trans- 
feree was  described  as  ''gentleman.*'  The  transfer  was  duly  registered  by 
the  company : — 

Heldf  upon  an  application  nearly  five  years  after  the  transfer,  to  have  the 
name  of  the  transferor  substituted  for  that  of  the  transferee  on  the  list  of 
contributories,  that,  under  the  circumstancefi,  the  transfer  was  a  bond  fide 
gift  to  the  son-in-law»  that  the  misdescription  of  the  transferee  was  not 
material,  and  that  the  transaction  could  not  be  disturbed. 

Decision  of  Malins,  Y.C.,  reversed. 

1  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  an  order  made  by  the  Vice-chancellor 
Molina,  rectifying  the  list  of  contributories  to  the  European  Bank, 
Limiied,  by  snbstitnting  the  name  of  W.  F.  Masters  for  that  of 
B.  Deering  as  the  holder  of  280  shares  in  the  bank. 

Masters  was,  in  May,  1866,  the  registered  owner  of  the  shares  in 
question,  which  were  of  £50  each  with  £15  paid  np.  On  the  4th 
of  May,  1866,  he  went  to  his  brokers,  Garden  &  Co.,  one  of  whom. 
Sir  B.  Garden,  was  a  director  of  the  bank,  and  instructed  them  to 
prepare  a  transfer  of  these  shares  to  Deering.  The  clerk  of 
Garden  &  Go.  prepared  the  transfer  deed,  in  which  the  transferee 
was  described  as  "Bobert  Deering,  of  141,  Blackfriars  Boad, 
London,  Gentleman,"  and  the  consideration  was  stated  to  be  5s. 
Masters  and  Deering  both  executed  the  deed,  which  on  the  7th  of 
May  was  lodged  with  the  bank,  and  the  transfer  was  duly  registered. 
The  certificates  of  transfer  were  delivered  by  the  bank  to  Garden 
&  Go.,  who  gave  them  to  Masters. 

On  the  14th  of  May  the  directors  made  a  call  of  £5  per  share, 
and  on  the  16th  of  May  the  bank  stopped  payment.  An  order 
for  winding  up  the  bank  was  made  on  the  9th  of  June,  1866,  and 
the  summons  in  this  case  was  taken  out  on  the  21st  of  March,  1 871. 

Masters  had  been  a  meat  salesman,  but  had  retired  from  business, 
and  Deering  had  formerly  been  employed  by  him  as  a  journeyman 
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bntcher,  and  while  bo  employed  in  1864  had  married  hb  daughter. 
At  the  time  of  the  transfer  Deering  was  not  in  regular  employment, 
bnt  he  had  earned  from  £1  ISs.  to  £2  10a.  a  week.  He  was  liTing  in 
lodgings  with  hia  family  at  the  address  given  in  the  transfer  deed. 

Matten  stated  in  his  evidence  that  at  the  time  of  the  transfer  he 
held  shares  in  several  other  companies,  and  had  thereby  incurred 
heavy  liabilities,  and  that,  wishing  to  redace  the  amonnt  of  his 
liabilities,  he  determined  to  get  rid  of  his  shares  in  the  European 
Sank,  and  that  he  determined  to  give  them  to  Deerinff  in  order  to 
carry  out  a  promise  made  at  the  time  of  Beering^i  marriage  that 
he  should  have  some  money  as  a  provision  for  himself  and  his 
family.  Matters  also  stated  that  the  shares  were  intended  as  a 
hona  jide  gifl  without  reservation  of  any  interest  to  himself,  and 
Deering  in  bis  evidence  stated  that  the  transfer  was  absolute.  It 
appeared,  however,  tiiat  when  notice  of  a  call  was  sent  to  Deering 
he  took  it  to  Madera,  saying  that  he  was  the  proper  person  to  pay 
the  call.  It  also  appeared  that  about  the  4th  of  June,  1866, 
Matters  had,  in  consideration  of  £50,  transferred  to  Deering  ten 
shares  in  the  Bank  of  Sindueianf  and  that  on  the  4th  of  October, 
1866,  Deering  transferred  the  same  shares  to  some  one  else  by  a 
transfer  dated  the  23rd  of  May,  1866,  in  consideration  of  £45.  The 
brokers,  nevertheless,  sent  the  £45  to  Masters,  bnt  he  stated  that  it 
was  sent  to  him  by  mistake,  and^  that  he  paid  the  whole  over  to 
Deering. 

The  bonk  had,  shortly  before  its  stoppage,  paid  a  dividend  at 
the  rate  of  7  per  cent.,  and  there  was  no  evidence  as  to  the  state 
of  solvency  of  the  bank  at  the  time  of  the  transfer,  bnt  there  was 
evidence  that  the  shares  had  &llen  in  the  market,  though  they 
were  saleable  at  Irom  £8  to  £6. 

By  the  articles  of  association  of  the  bank  the  company  vas 
empowered  to  decline  to  register  any  transfer  of  shares  unless  the 
transferee  was  approved  of  by  the  board  of  directors. 

In  the  certificate  relating  to  the  shares  transferred  to  Deering, 
which  was  prepared  by  the  bank,  he  was  described  as  "  Gentleman ;" 
and  in  the  register  of  transfers  kept  by  the  bank,  in  a  few  cases 
the  shareholders  were  described  as  "Gentleman,"  "Reverend," 
"  Baronet,"  Sec,  but  they  were  generally  described  as  "  Esq.,"  and 
in  many  pages  "Esq."  was  put  at  the  head  of  the  column,  and 
appeared  to  do  du^  fw  all  the  other  names  in  the  page. 
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The  yice-Cbancellor  Malins  made  an  order  that  the  name  of 
Mastei'S  should  be  placed  on  the  list  of  contribntories  in  respect  of 
these  280  shares  in  the  place  of  Deering'^  name  (1) ;  and  Jfos^ers 
now  moved  by  way  of  appeal  that  this  order  should  be  discharged. 

Mr.  "RiggxMy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bradfordy  for  the  Appellant : — 

As  to  the  hona  fides  of  the  transaction.  Masters  went  to  his 
regular  brokers,  one  of  whom  was  actually  a  director  of  the  bank, 
and  must  have  known  what  the  bank  would  require.    It  does  not 

concern  should  turn  out  profitable,  ho 
still  remains  liable  as  between  himself 


(1)  1871.  Nov.  20. 


Sib  H.  Malikb,  Y.C,  after  stating 
the  facts  of  the  case,  and  commentin<; 
on  the  evidence  of  Masters  and  of 
Deering,  who  had  both  made  affidavitH 
and  been  examined  in  Court,  said 
he  thought  that  if  the  transaction 
had  been  bond  fide^  the  certificates 
would  have  been  handed  to  Deering, 
and  not  to  Mast^s,  It  was  true  that 
the  same  occurred  in  Hakim's  Case, 
but  there  the  bargain  was  that  the 
transferor  should  hold  the  shares  for 
six  months,  and  it  was  therefore  per- 
fectly consistent  with  his  case  that  he 
should  receive  the  certificates,  but  here 
it  was  quite  inconsistent.  The  Court 
had  to  exercise  the  functions  of  a  jury, 
and  His  Honour  thought  it  impossible 
to  believe,  looking  at  the  position  of  the 
]«rtie8,  that  Matters  meant  to  make  a 
i;irt  to  his  son-in-law  of  shares  which 
were  producing  an  income  of  £300  a 
year,  and  were  saleable  for  a  large  sum. 

As  to  the  cases  cited,  they  all  pro- 
ceeded upon  one  principle,  at  all  events 
all  those  subsequent  to  Costello^s  Cave 
(2  D.  F.  &  J.  302)  and  De  Pass's  Case 
(4  De  G.  &  J.  544).  They  all  turned 
upon  the  question  whether  the  transac- 
tion was  hand  fide  or  not,  and  the  Court 
must  look  at  all  the  circumstances,  and 
arrive  at  the  best  conclusion  according  to 
the  evidence.  Budd^s  C(ue(3D.F.&J. 
297)  laid  the  rule  down  correctly,  that 
if  the  transfer  is  not  absolute,  but  it  is 
arranged  that  the  transferor  shall  retain 
any  benefit  (rom  the  shares  in  case  the 


and  the  other  shareholders.  Looking 
at  all  the  circumstances,  the  conclusion 
to  which  his  Hcmour  was  bound  to 
arrive  was,  that  although  as  between 
himself  and  the  company  Masters  took 
this  course  for  the  purpose  of  divesting 
himself  of  the  shares,  there  must  have 
been  an  understanding  between  him 
and  Leering  that  if  the  company  went 
wrong  Leering  was  to  bear  the  brunt 
of  it,  but  that  if  it  went  right  Leering 
was  to  retransfer  the  shares  to  Masters, 
Then  as  to  the  description  given  of  the 
transferee.  There,  again,  the  circum- 
stances must  be  looked  at.  The  shares 
were  £50  shares,  upon  which  £15  only 
had  been  paid.  Therefore  £35  re- 
mained unpaid,  which  would  leave  a 
sum  of  £9800  which  the  transferee 
became  liable  to  pay.  Considering  that 
Masters,  according  to  his  own  state- 
ment, was  making  a  gratuitous  present 
of  these  shares  to  his  son-in-law,  it  was 
incumbent  upon  him  to  give  an  accurate 
description  of  the  position  in  life  of  tho 
person  to  whom  he  was  making  the 
transfer,  because  if  he  transferred  the 
shares  to  a  pauper,  or  to  a  man  incapable 
of  paying  the  cails,  and  calls  became 
necessary,  as  in  fact  happened,  then,  so 
far  as  the  transferor  could  not  pay,  the 
liability  fell  upon  the  other  shareholders. 
Knowing,  as  Masters  did,  the  position 
of  tho  transferee,  he  had  no  justification 
whatever  for  describing  him  as  a  gentle- 
man— a  term  which  was  calculated  to 
mislead.    He  ought  to  have  put,  as  the 
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-appear  that  he  gave  any  directionB  as  to  the  description  of  his       ^  JJ. 
transferee,  which  waa  put  in  by  some  one  in  the  employment  of       jg72 

the  biokers.    There  is  absolntelv  no  evidence  that  the  transaction  „         , 
wag  not  a  genuine  transfer.     The  transferor  and  transferee  both        Ca»e. 


truth  was, "  joumejTnan,"  or  "  jonrcey- 
oan  butcher,"  or  "  meat  taJenu&n,"  bo 
M  to  bave  sfaevm  on  the  face  of  the 
traufer  that  Deering  waa  a  tnan  in 
a  humble  station  in  life.  Then  the 
directore,  if  they  bad  performed  their 
iluty,  would  have  refused  to  accept  him. 
It  waa  of  the  greatest  importance  to  all 
-companies,  and  eapedslly  to  banks,  to 
have  a  sabetantial  body  of  ehareholdera, 
and  if  the  directors  in  this  case  bad 
known  who  Deering  was,  they  would 
have  said  that  they  might  be  willing  to 
liave  joameyman  butchers,  or  persons  of 
that  description  on  the  registflr  in  re- 
spect of  one  or  two  shares,  but  would 
nut  allow  a  journeyman  butcher  to 
liold  280  shares,  the  liability  of  which 
was  close  upon  £10,000.  Ilia  circum- 
stance of  its  being  a  Tolnntary  tnuufer 
made  it  the  more  incumbent  on  the 
transferor  correctly  to  describe  the 
transferee  than  it  would  have  been  if 
it  had  been  a  purchase  lor  value,  because 
if  it  bad  been  a  purchase  for  value  the 
very  circumstance  of  a  man  paying  a 
large  sum  as  purchase-money  would 
shew  that  he  was  a  man  of  substance. 
As  the  transfer  was  gratuitouHthedireo 
tors  ought  to  have  had  the  opportunity 
of  knowing  whether  the  transferee 
was  a  substantial  man  or  not.  Then 
It  wu  eaid  that  the  directors  accepted 
the  transferee,  but  bis  Honour  agreed 
with  Tice-Cbancellor  James  in  WtUiamt' 
Cote  (Law  Bep,  9  Eq.  225,  n.)  that  if 
the  directors  bad  known  the  facta  it 
would  have  been  their  doty  not  to  have 
accepted  the  transferee,  and  as  they  did 
not  know  the  facts  he  must  attribute 
ta  tbem  that  they  would  have  dis- 
charged their  duty,  and  have  refused  to 
accept  the  transfer.  His  Honour  must 
Vol.  VIL  2 


consider  that  the  directors  wereimposeil 
upon  by  the  description,  and  that  theii' 
acceptance  of  ^he  transferee  was  j. 
mere  nullity,  and  the  transfer  invalid, 
upon  the  grounds  staled  in  Payne'n 
Com  (Law  Itep.  9  Eq.  223),  and  iu 
TriKiamf'(7a«CUwRep.9Eq.226,n.). 
namely,  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  trana- 
feior  duly  to  state  the  transaction.  The 
description  of  "  gentleman  "  conld  ooly 
be  justified  in  a  case  where  a  roan  had 
no  oconpation  in  life,  or  it  he  was  a.a 
attorney  it  would  not  be  improper  to 
describe  bim  as  a  gentleman ;  hot  tbosi^ 
who  used  the  term  in  an  improper 
manner  must  expose  themselves  to  the 
danger  of  the  Court  holding  that  the 
whole  thing  was  a  nullity. 

As  to  the  cases,  Co^teOo's  <7(ue  (2  D.  F. 
&  J.  S02)  was  the  first,  and  seemed  to  lay 
down  the  whole  principle,  namely,  thai, 
the  transfer  must  not  be  a  colourable 
transaction.  Zuntfs  Case(37Besv.4i3r>) 
wasanillustration  of  the  same  principle. 

On  the  fiist  point,  therefore,  Hit 
Honour  came  to  the  conclusion  that  this 
waa  not  a  hond  Jide,  hot,  on  the  con- 
trary, a  colourable  transaction,  for  the 
purpose  of  protecting  Ma*ten  a^ost 
liability,  if  that  should  accrue,  at  tbi 
snme  time  leaving  him  an  interest  in 
the  shares  if  they  should  turn  out 
valuable.  On  that  ground,  therefore, 
His  Honour  would  hold  the  transfer  in* 
valid.  But  there  was  a  second  ground, 
namely,  the  mbdescription  of  the  trans- 
feree. If  that  had  not  been  made.  His 
Hononr  must  assume  that  this  trauBfev 
would  not  have  been  permitted,  and. 
looking  at  the  whole  transaction,  there- 
fore, he  came  to  the  conclusion  that  tli<.' 
transfer  was  invalid,  and  that  MiaU-rt 
name  must  be  restored  to  the  register. 
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dedare  it  was,  and  there  is  no  such  inherent  improbability  in  their 
account  as  to  force  the  Court  to  reject  it  on  a  mere  suspicion. 
There  is  evidence  that  these  shares  were  at  the  time  saleable  in . 
the  regular  market  for  at  least  £6  a  share,  and  if  Mcuten  had 
wished  merely  to  get  rid  of  them  he  could  have  sold  them.  ThiV 
case  is  yery  similar  to  Harrison's  Case  (1),  Eahinis  Case  (2),  and 
Bishcp's  Case  (3). 


(1)  Law  Kep.  6  Ch.  286. 

(2)  1869.  Nov.  12.  L.  J.  G. 
In  re  Smith,  Khight,  &  Co. 

Hakim's  Case. 
Contrxbutory^-'Bona  fide  Tramfer. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  an  order  of 
the  Master  of  the  Bolls,  who  refused 
to  put  Sutton's  name  on  the  list  of  oon- 
tribntories  in  respect  of  certain  shares 
in  a  company  called  Smith,  Knight,  A 
Co,  The  facts  appear  sufficiently  from 
the  judgment  of  His  Lordship. 

Sib  G.  M.  Giffabd,  L.J.,  after 
atating  that  it  was  quite  right  to  have 
had  the  case  mvestigated,  continued : — 

Every  one  of  these  cases  must  depend 
very  much  upon  its  peculiar  circum-* 
stances.  Now  I  have  no  doubt  what- 
ever that,  on  the  28th  of  April,  1865, 
although  Mr.  Hakim  may  have  been 
apprehensive  of  liability,  it  was  his 
intention  and  object  to  part  with  these 
shares  without  retaining  any  interest 
whatever  in  them;  and  that  he  not 
only  made  the  transfer,  but  made  it 
with  the  object,  purpose,  and  intent  of 
his  firm  ceasing  to  have  any  property 
whatever  in  the  shares.  It  is  impos- 
sible that  it  should  have  been  otherwise, 
when  we  take  into  consideration  the 
fact  that  he  made  a  stipulation  that 
Mr.  Sutton  should  not  part  with  these 
shares  for  six  months.  Of  course  if 
that  were  astipulation  which  was  con- 
temporaneous with  the  transaction,  it 
necessarily  follows  that  Mr.  Hakim 
intended  that  these  shares  were  to  be 
Mr.  Sutton\  to  do  what  he  liked  with 
them.  Then,  as  regards  the  certificates 
being  given  back  to  Mr.  Hakim^  or  to 


the  custody  of  his  firm,  that  was  per»- 
fectly  consistent  with  the  restrictioa 
which    was   put   upon  the   transfer. 
Before  the  six  months  had  elapsed  calls- 
had  been  made,  and  Mr.  Sutton,  not 
being  able  to  pay  these  calls,  had  no- 
object  in  asking  for  the  certificates,  and^ 
probably  thought  no  more  about  them. 
The  only  other  circumstances  which 
appear  to  have  been  relied  upon  are  the- 
salary  that  was  given  to  Mr.  Sutton^ 
and  the  fact  that  he  was  a  derk  in  Mr.. 
Hakim's  firm.    But  those  circumstances- 
are  not  enough  to  bring  this  case  within 
any  of  the  decided  cases.    I  put  my 
judgment  upon  this^I  believe  what 
Mr.  Sutton  says,  and  I  believe  what 
Mr.  Hakim  says,  and  consistently  with 
what  they  have  deposed  to,  there  was, 
and  was  intended  to  be,  a  transfer  of' 
this  property.    That  Mr.  Hakim  was, 
in  A|Hil,  apprehensive  of  liability,  is- 
not   enough   to   make   a  transaction 
colourable  only,  or  to  entitle  the  official 
liquidator  to  have  SutUyiCs  name  re- 
moved, and  have  Mr.  Hakim^s  substi- 
tuted in  his  place. 

Therefore  I  must  dismiss  this  appeal 
with  costs. 

(3)  1869.  April  26.    L.  JJ. 

In  re  Financial  Insuranoe  Ck>MPANT. 
Bi8H0P*s  Case. 

Contributory— Bond  fide  Trawt/er-^ 
Description  of  Trans/tree — Exe^ 
cutian  of  Leed^Blanks  in  Deed. 

The  facts  of  this  case  appear  suffi- 
ciently from,  the  judgments  of  the  Lords- 
Justices  : 

Sib  G«  J.  SxLWTK,  L.  J.  :— 

This  appeal  motion  asks  that  an  order 
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Hr.  Oraham  Haiting$  (Ur.  QIatie,  Q.C,  viih  bitn),  for  the  offioial 
liquidator : — 


of  the  Vioe-CluDcellor  Sir  John  atuart, 
dat«d  the  16tli  of  Uarofa,  1869,  where- 
bf  hi«  HouoQT  direoted  the  name  of 
Charla  BMep  the  younger  to  be  re- 
moved from  the  list  of  ooatribntoriea 
to  the  Financial  Iniaranet  Company, 
in  respect  of  tweDtj-five  shmreB,  should 


The  oompanjr  wu  formed  in  1864. 
[His  Lordship  then  stated  the  circnm- 
g  tADoes  under  which  Ur.  Biwhop  be<Ame 
thehotderof  twentj-fin  sham.]  Tbera 
is  no  evidence  whatever  that  the  oom- 
pan7  was,  in  186S,  in  failing  circum- 
stances. However,  it  appears  that  Ur. 
Bishop,  on  the  28th  of  April,  1886, 
executed  a  deed  of  transfer  of  his 
twentj'-Sve  shai-ra  to  a  person  named 
John  Hiomat,  It  is  said  that  at  the 
time  when  the  deed  was  executed  the 
nnmbera  of  the  shares  were  not  in- 
serted in  the  deed,  but  Ur,  Bithop  was 
at  this  time  olearlf  the  owner  of 
twenty-flve  shares,  and  of  twenty-five 
shares  only;  and  he  purporla  to  have 
assigned,  and  did  by  this  deed  assign, 
twenty-five  shares;  aod  tbongh  the 
numbers  of  the  shares  were  not  written 
in  the  deed  until  a  anbaequent  time^ 
■till,  as  there  was  no  doubt  whatever, 
either  as  to  the  numbers  of  the  shares 
which  be  intended  to  assign,  or  of  the 
intantioa  on  the  part  of  the  aasiKnee  to 
accept  the  twenty-five  shares,  and  as 
he  had  hut  twenty-five  share*,  the  cir- 
cumstance of  the  Dumbeni  being  in- 
serted  afterwai^s  is  perfectly  imma- 
terial. So  also  is  the  droumstance  that 
the  deed  was  not  actually  signed  by 
John  Thomcu,  the  transferee,  in  person. 
It  appears  that  ho,  being  present  at  the 
^me  of  the  execution  of  the  deed, 
stated  that  he  wrote  very  imperfectly, 
and  requested  a  clerk  of  llr,  BiAop'f 


to  write  his  name  for  him,  which  vas 
done  accordingly.  It  also  appears  that 
the  deed  was  attested  by  another  clerk 
after  the  transaction,  as  is  very  fre- 
qnently  the  case ;  but  it  does  not  appear 
whether  the  form  of  going  ovet  the 
signature  again  with  a  dry  pen  was 
gone  through  or  not.  But  we  find  that 
the  deed  was  acted  upon  by  both 
parties,  and  by  the  company  in  which 
the  shares  were.  I  think,  therefore, 
that  none  of  the  fonnal  objections  taken 
to  this  instrument  can  be  of  any  avul. 
[His  Lordship  then  stated  the  circum- 
stances n&der  wtdch  the  registration  of 
the  transfer  was  delayed  until  the  14th 
of  September,  1865.]  We  hare,  there- 
fore, as  I  have  already  said,  this  deed, 
acted  upon  by  both  the  parties  and  by 
the  company  itself,  and  due  entry  of 
the  transfer  made  fn  the  books  of  the 
oompany.  Then  it  was  said  that  the 
transfer  was  accompanied  by  an  in- 
demnity, which  was  given  in  respect  of 
all  the  conaeqnancea  of  that  transfer. 
[His  Lordship  then  read  the  document 
relied  upon  as  an  indemnity,  and  came 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  indemnity 
related  to  the  coats  of  tbe  traosfer  only.] 
Then,  if  we  suppose  this  deed  to  be 
altogether  fraudulent  and  void,  because 
this  J(An  TTIomtu,  being  a  man  of  small 
or  DO  means,  living  in  a  house  with 
only  £8  a  year,  and  not  filling  aoy  hi^ 
position  in  society,  was  deecribed  by 
the  very  indefinite  title  of  "gentle- 
man," I  think  we  should  be  laying 
down  a  rule  which  would  invalidate  a 
very  large  number  of  transfers  But 
the  matter  does  not  rest  there,  for  tbe 
deed  having  been  so  completed,  and 
the  registration  having  taken  place,  it 
appears  that  a  call  was  msde  in  respect 
of  these  shares,  and  that  the  call  wa» 
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Cass. 


Mculers  that  Deerinp  was  only  to  hold  the  shares  if  the  bank 
tamed  out  badly.  Is  it  credible  that  Mctslers  meant  to  make  his 
son-in-law,  who  was  only  a  jonmeyman  butcher,  a  present  of  shares 


in  fact  paid  by  the  traiuiferee.  It  ap- 
pears also  that  the  transferor,  in  De- 
cember, 1866,  wrote  to  the  company, 
and  requested  that  all  circulars  and 
communications  relating  to  the  shares 
should  be  sent  through  himself  to  John 
Thomas^  the  transferee.  Also,  when  a 
dividend  was  declared,  that  dividend 
was  made  payable  to  John  Thomnu, 
The  money  was,  however,  received  by 
Mr.  Bishop^a  bankers;  and  inasmuch 
as  the  dividend  warrant  could  not  be 
paid  except  through  the  intervention  of 
some  banker,  it  appears  to  me  that 
there  is  nothing  unreasonable  in  the 
explanation  given,  that  ITionuu  availed 
himself  of  the  agency  of  Mr.  Eithop^ 
who  had  a  banker,  and  accordingly  that 
dividend  was  received  by  Mr.  Bfahop^ 
not  for  himself,  but  for  Mr.  J<^n 
Thomas^  in  whose  name  the  warrant 
was  made  out. 

Under  all  those  circumstances,  the 
onus  of  shewing  some  mala  fides,  or 
fraud,  or  concealment,  being  certainly 
cast  upon  those  who  seek  to  impugn 
the  transaction,  I  entirely  agree  with 
the  learned  Yioe-Chancellor  in  saying 
that  they  have  failed  to  discharge 
themselves  of  it  They  have,  it  is  true, 
brought  forward  a  number  of  trifling 
circumstances,  but  that  which  would 
have  been  the  most  material  of  all, 
namely,  to  shew  that  this  company  was 
at  the  date  of  this  transaction  in  an 
entirely  failing  and  insolvent  condition, 
they  have  abstained  from  bringing  for- 
ward any  evidence  to  prove,  and,  in 
fact,  there  is  some  evidence  to  the  con- 
trary. I  think  we  should  be  acting 
upon  mere  surmise  and  suspicion,  and 
contrary  to  what  appears  from  the  evi- 
dence of  all  the  parties,  contrary  to  the 
acts  of  the  company  itself  and  contrary 


to  the  contents  of  all  the  written  docu- 
ments, if  we  were  to  say  that  this  is 
really  such  a  transaction  as  that  which 
took  place  in  Eyams'  Case,  or  some  of 
the  other  cases.  The  distinction  is 
clearly  stated  in  the  judgment  in  BudcTti 
Case,  Under  those  circumstances,  I 
think  the  Appellant  has  entirely  failed 
in  establishing  by  his  evidence  such  a 
case  as  is  necessary  in  order  to  invali- 
date a  transaction  so  acted  upon  by 
both  parties  and  by  the  company.  Con- 
sequently the  conclusion  of  the  Vioe- 
Chanoellor  was  right,  and  this  appeal 
motion  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Sib  Q.  M.  Giffabd,  L.J. : — 

In  this  case  the  state  of  circum- 
stances was  such  at  the  data  of  the 
winding-up  as  to  throw  upon  the  offi- 
cial liquidator  the  whole  onus  of  proof 
in  order  to  separate  ^isAop  from  Thomas. 
[His  Lordship  stated  the  fects.]  After 
the  registry  of  the  transfer  Mr.  Bishop 
had  a  right  to  suppose,  and  Thomas 
had  a  right  to  suppose,  that  everything 
requisite  to  be  done  by  the  company 
was  done  by  them.  Beyond  that,  the 
company  issued  a  dividend  warrant  to 
Thomas,  and  treated  him  as  their  share- 
holder. That,  therefore,  is  a  state  of 
things  which  throws  on  the  official 
liquidator  the  onus  of  proving  that  the 
transaction  as  between  Mr.  Bishop  and 
Thomas  was  merely  colourable,  and 
that  no  transfer  out  and  out  was  in- 
tended ;  or,  in  other  words,  that  al- 
though all  this  took  place,  Mr.  Bishop 
was  throughout  the  real  owner  of  the 
shares.  In  my  opinion  the  evidence 
has  not  proved  that  I  am  of  opinion 
that  Mr.  Bishop  did  intend  to  transfer 
the  shares ;  that  subsequently  to  these 
transactions  he  was  not  the  real  owner ; 
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actually  worth  nearly  £2000,  and  possibly  worth  much  more  ? 
As  to  the  evidence,  we  can  only  get  it  from  Masters  and  Deerinfff 
who,  of  course,  are  hostile  witnesses.  In  LuncCa  Case  (1),  both 
declared  that  the  transfer  was  hondfidef  but  their  declarations  were 
disregarded  In  these  cases  the  Court  must  look  at  the  circum- 
stances, and  see  whether  the  story  is  credible :  HyanCs  Case  (2)  ; 
Kin^s  Case  (3). 

[Sib  G.  Mellish  : — I  never  could  understand  how  the  Court  ob- 
tained jurisdiction  in  these  cases.  The  Act  of  Parliament  says  that 
a  man  may  transfer  his  shares,  and  why  are  we  to  look  further  ? 
In  JEb  parte  Bugg  (4)  the  trustee  alone  was  held  liable.] 

If  A.  transfers  to  B.  in  trust  for  A,^  A  remains  liable :  Kinirea's 
Case  (5) ;  Payne's  Case  (6).  No  doubt  you  may  give  your  shares 
to  a  beggar  and  so  escape  liability ;  but  if  the  beggar  is  to  be  a 
trustee  for  you,  you  do  not  escape.  The  onus  is  on  JIf offers  to 
shew  that  such  a  transaction  is  bond  fide,  and  he  has  not  done  so. 

As  to  the  description,  the  brokers  were  agents  for  Masters^  and 
it  does  not  signify  whether  he  or  they  gave  the  false  description. 
In  the  schedule  to  the  Joint  Stock  Companies  Act  there  is  a  column 
left  for  the  description,  which  shews  that  it  is  necessary.  The 
company  has  a  right  to  know  who  is  to  be  the  new  share- 
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and  that  he  had  no  interest  heyond, 
poesibly,  a  lien  for  his  purchase-money. 
Indeed,  if  that  was  not  so,  one  cannot 
see  why  snch  pains  should  have  been 
taken  to  complete  the  trsosfer  and  get 
the  dividend  warrant  issued  in  the  name 
of  Jhomcu.  No  doubt  there  was  some 
informality  about  the  transfer  deed, 
both  with  respect  to  the  number  of  the 
shares  and  with  respect  to  some  one 
else  signing  Thomaa^s  name;  but  if 
such  a  deed  is  followed  by  sending  a 
certificate  of  shares  to  the  company, 
and  is  acted  on  by  the  company,  and 
the  company  has  all  the  information 
requisite  for  the  purpose  of  enabling 
the  company  completely  to  register  the 
transfer,  it  does  not  matter  what  the 


form  of  the  original  tiunsfer  may  have 
been.  As  I  gather  from  the  articles, 
the  company  could  not  have  rejected 
ThomoBf  because  they  had  no  power 
indiscriminately,  or  even  for  a  reason 
assigned,  to  reject  him.  Nor  can  you 
infer  that  a  man  occupies  any  particular 
position  because  he  is  described  as  a 
**  gentleman."  For  all  these  reasons,  I 
am  of  opinion  that  the  Yice-Chancellor 
came  to  a  correct  conclusion,  and  that 
this  appeal  motion  must  bedLsmissed 
with  costs. 

(1)  27  Beav.  466. 

(2)  1  D.  F.  &  J.  75. 
(8)  Law  Bep.  6  Cb.  196. 

(4)  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  452. 

(5)  Law  Bep.  6  Ch.  96. 


HastibbT 
Case. 


(6)  Law  Bep.  9  £q.  223. 
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L.  JJ.  holder,  and  if  Mouten,  intentionally  or  not,  gave  them  a  false 

1872  description,  he  mnst  take  the  oonseqaenceef,  as  was  held  in  Payne*8 

w^BB^  Case  (1). 


Case. 


Sib  W.  M.  James,  L J, : — 

I  am  sorry  to  differ  from  the  conclusion  to  which  the  Vice- 
chancellor  has  arrived,  but  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  not 
sufficient  evidence  to  fix  Masters  in  the  place  of  his  son-in-law^. 
A  good  deal  of  the  argument  addressed  to  us  was,  that .  we  ought 
to  suspect  or  believe  several  things,  and  that  we  were  to  assume 
or  infer  fraud  from  the  absence  of  evidence.  [His  Lordship  then 
commented  on  the  evidence,  and  said  that^  in  his  opinion,  there 
was  nothing  improbable  in  Masters  having  promised  to  do  some- 
thing for  his  son-in-law,  and  thinking  that  he  might  now  do  it. 
Masters  might  not  have  liked  the  risk  of  keeping  the  shares,  but 
that  might  not  affect  the  son-in-law,  and  Masters  might  well  have 
meant  at  the  same  time  to  relieve  himself  and  to  fulfil  his  pro- 
mise, making  a  present  to  the  son-in*law  if  the  shares  became 
valuable.  There  was  no  evidence  to  shew  any  agreement  or 
understanding  between  them,  or  that  Masters  could  ever  have 
recovered  these  shares  if  they  had  become  valuable.]  On  the  first 
part  of  the  case  there  is  not  evidence  to  satisfy  my  mind  that  the 
proceeding  was  a  sham.  It  is  far  more  likely  that  the  father-in- 
law  meant  the  son-in-law  to  have  the  profit,  if  any,  whilst  the 
son-in-law  might  not  have  the  same  fear  of  liability. 

Then,  as  to  the  misrepresentation  of  the  rank  of  the  transferee. 
He  is  described  as  residing  at  No.  141,  Ekuikfriars  Boad^  and  is 
then  called  a  *^  gentleman  " — ^the  vaguest  of  vague  descriptions. 
The  residence  was  within  reach,  and  the  company  might,  if  they 
cared,  have  sent  and  ascertained  who  was  this  man  described  as 
living  in  Blanhfriars  Boad.  They  might  have  known,  or  could 
easily  have  found  out,  what  class  of  person  was  likely  to  be  living 
there.  It  was  a  description  very  likely  to  be  put  in  by  the 
broker,  knowing  the  man  to  be  the  son-in-law  of  Masters^  who  was 
possessed  of  considerable  property.  The  broker  was  a  director 
of  the  company,  and  must  have  known  perfectly  well  that  there 
was  at  ^that  moment  no  immediate  anticipation  of  any  fSailure  of 

.  (1)  Law  Rep.  9  Eq.  223, 
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'the  oompany,  and  that  the  company  would  not  have  rernsed  to       U  JJ. 
«^ister  the  transfer,  as  any  rejection  of  a  shareholder  on  the       isri! 
gronnd  of  his  not  having  sufficient  means  to  pay  the  rest  of  the     Uutebs 
-calls  would  have  a  very  bad  effect  on  the  Stock  Eceehange.  *^*'"'- 

It  would  he  very  much  too  strong,  after  the  thing  has  been  done, 
-and  after  the  lapse  of  some  years,  to  saytbat  on  account  of  such  a 
miadeecriptiou  the  whole  has  been  tainted  with  fraud  and  is  void. 

I  believe  that  it  was  a  perfectly  lond  fids  transaction,  and  that 
mo  fraud  upon  the  company  was  intended ;  and  I  hold  that  the 
'transaction  cannot  be  set  aside,    t 


Sir  G.  Mellish,  hJ. : — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  As  to  the  transfer,  the  truth  is 
stated  upon  it,  that  the  consideration  was  nominal  merely.  ThNi 
the  real  question  is,  whether  this  was  a  gift,  or  a  mere  sham  so 
that  the  shares  remained  the  property  of  Maaten.  Matters  and 
J)mring  both  swear  that  the  transaction  is  teal,  and  though  ^t 
may  not  be  conclusive,  yet,  in  order  that  we  may  say  judicially 
that  the  statoment  is  not  true,  the  contrary  must  be  brought 
home  conclusively. 

I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  what  they  stoto  is  correct, 
■and  that  their  story  is  not  improbable.  [His  Lordship  then  oom- 
onented  on  the  evidence  as  leading  to  that  result] 

As  to  the  second  point,  npon  which  more  doubt  might  be 
«ntertained,  it  appears  to  me  that  there  are  not  sufficient  mate- 
rials for  coming  to  a  conclusion  against  Maaten, 

Maiden  went  to  his  broker,  who  was  a  director  of  the  company, 
and  it  does  not  appear  that  Maden  ever  told  his  broker  what 
was  the  actual  business  of  his  son-in-law.  The  broker  probably 
-did  not  inquire,  and  put  down  "gentleman."  He  may  have 
known  that  it  was  perfectly  immaterial  what  description  was  put. 
There  is  no  evidence  that  tlie  directors  knew  the  company  was 
in  difficnlties,  and  there  is  evidence  that  the  shares  were  saleable 
for  an  amount  more  than  enough  to  pay  the  next  call  which 
■was  likely  to  be  made.  Under  these  circumstances  it  does  not 
■appear  reasonable  to  hold  that  such  a  transfer  may,  at  any  dis- 
tance of  time,  be  set  aside  without  any  proof  that  the  misdescrij^ 
■tiott  was  material  or  would  have  made  any  difEerence.     There 
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li.  JJ.      might  have  been  evidence  as  to  what  was  the  practice  of  the 
1872       comp&ny  m  these  cases,  but  none  has  been  produced. 
Mastkbb'        It  appears  to  me  that  there  was  no  intention  to  deceive,  and 
^'*^^       that  the  transfer  ought  not  to  be  set  aside. 

The  order  of  the  yice-Chanoellor  must  be  discharged,  and  the 
Appellant  will  have  his  costs  below.  There  will  be  no  costs  of 
the  appeal. 

Solicitors  for  Madera :  Messrs.  BooJca^  Kenricky  dk  Earslon. 
Solicitors  for  the  Official  Liquidator :  Messrs.  Argles  &  Bawlim^ 


U  JJ.  In  re  WOOD. 

1872 

wy^  Bankruptcy — Praeiiee — Notice  of  Ajftpeal — Bankruptcy  Bulea,  1870,  Bale  144: 

/*«6.15.  — Act  {^Bankruptcy — Fraudulent  Conveyance — Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  «.  6.  ^ 

The  law  that  a  oonveyanoe  of  a  man's  whole  property  to  secure  a  past 
debt,  whether  he  be  a  trader  or  a  non-trader,  is  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  has^ 
not  been  altered  hj  the  Bankruptcy  Act^  1869. 

Decision  of  Bacon^  G.J.,  reyersed. 

The  effect  of  Rule  14A  of  the  Bankruptcy  Rules,  1870,  which  prescribea 
that  four  days'  notice  of  an  appeal  shall  be  given,  is  merely  that  the  appeal 
motion  shall  not  be  beard  until  the  four  days  have  elapsed. 

Thomas  wood,  a  farmer,  executed  a  bfll  of  sale,  dated  the 
11th  of  January,  1871,  whereby  he  assigned  to  his  brother-in-law^ 
S.  A.  Smiih,  all  his  fanning  stock,  crops,  effects,  and  furniture,  the* 
consideration  being  expressed  to  be  £294  paid  at  the  time.'  It 
was,  however,  admitted  that  no  money  was  paid  at  the  time,  and 
that  the  bill  of  sale  was  given  to  secure  a  past  debt.  There  was- 
some  dispute  as  to  the  circumstances  under  which  the  bill  of  sale 
was  given,  and  whether  it  comprised  the  whole  of  the  bankrupt's 
property,  but  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court  all  the  property  was* 
in  fact  comprised  in  the  bill  of  sale,  and  the  bill  of  sale  was  givea 
to  secure  a  valid  existing  debt.  No  question  of  fraudulent  prefer- 
ence  was  raised  on  this  appeal. 

At  the  time  when  the  bill  of  sale  was  executed,  the  QhucesUr^ 
tihire  Banking  Company  had  recovered  judgment  against  Wood  for 
£1017 ;  and  on  the  6th  of  February,  1871,  the  company,  by  their 
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public  ofGcer,  petitioned  the  Coanty  Coart  of  Serefordthire  that 
Wood  might  be  adjudicated  a  bankrupt,  one  of  the  acta  of  bank- 
niptcy  alleged  in  the  Petition  being  the  execution  of  the  above- 
mentioned  bill  of  sale.  Upon  this  Petition  Wood  wag  adjudi- 
cated bankrapt,  and  a  tniatee  of  the  estate  wan  appointed.  The 
trustee  moved  in  the  County  Court  for  an  order  declaring  the 
bill  of  sale  void.  The  motion  was  heard  before  the  BegiBtnir  of  the 
Conntv  Court,  who  made  an  order  declaring  the  bill  of  sale  void. 

Fitmi  this  order  Smith,  the  assignee  nnder  the  bill  of  sale, 
appealed  to  the  Chief  Judge  in  Bankruptcy,  who  discharged  the 
order  of  the  County  Court  (1). 

The  trustee  proceeded  to  appeal  by  giving,  ou  the  18th  of 
December,  notice  to  Smith  and  hia  solicitor  that  the  Court  of 
Bankruptcy  would  be  moved,  before  the  Lords  Justices,  "on  the 
21st  of  December  inst,  or  so  soon  thereafter  as  counsel  can  be 
heard,  by  Ac,"  that  the  order  of  the  Chief  Judge  might  be 
reversed  or  varied. 

The  appeal  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

Mr.  LUtJe,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Mmer,  Q.C.,  for  the  Bespondent,  took 
a  preliminary  objection  that  the  notice  had  been  served  two 
clear  days  only,  whilst  four  days  were  required  by  Bule  144  of 
the  Bankruptcy  Bules,  1870,  The  Court  had  jurisdiction  to  hear 
appeals  only  under  sect  71  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  and  those 
appeals  were  subject  to  the  General  Bules,  and  could  only  be 

<)>  1871.  Kot.28. 

Sib  J.  Baook,  C  J.,  nid  tliat  Ihne 
never  wm  a  clearer  cww  than  thii.  It 
had  been  pnveA  bejond  doubt  that 
the  debt  for  vhich  the  aecarit^  wai 
pven  wag  actually  due  to  Smith,  and 
that  there  waa  a  very  large  araonnt  of 
preaanre  nted  before  the  lecarity  waa 
obtained.  The  evidence  waa  all  one 
way,  and  Hia  Hononr  waa  at  a  loaa  to 
know  bow  the  Gonrt  below  oould  have 
made  the  order.  It  waa  quite  clear 
there  had  been  unfriendliucM  between 
the  bankrupt  and  his  hrother-in-law, 
and  that  legal  proeeedinp  were  threat- 
eoed  before  the  baokmpt  would  oon- 
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aent  to  execata  the  lecurity.  The 
aecnrity  waa  therefore  one  which  waa 
expreaaly  protected  by  the  B2i)d  aeotton 
of  the  Act  of  1869,  aa  baring  been 
given  in  good  bith,  and  tea  valuable 
conaideTation.  Aa  to  the  aeonrity 
being  in  itaelf  an  act  of  bankrupt^^, 
that  waa  aa  untenable  aa  the  other  pti>- 
poaition ;  and  Buch  a  aecnrity  by  afaimer 
waa  certainly  not  an  act  of  bankruptcy. 
Hia  Eononr  had  no  doubt  that  the  bill 
of  lale  waa  perfectly  good  and  valid, 
and  diicbaiged  the  order  made  in  the 
Coonty  Court,  and  ordered  tbo  ooata  of 
the  proceedings  ia  that  Court  to  be 
paid  by  the  tniatca  in  the  tMtnkra^ley. 
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L.  jj.      heard  according  to  those  rales.     There  was  in  Bankruptcy  no 
1872       power,  as  in  Chancery,  to  enlarge  the  times  prescribed. 


In  re  r£i^^  LoBDS  JUSTICES  Considered  that  the  motion  could  not  have 

Wood. 

«—  been  heard  on  the  21st  of  December,  but  might  be  heard  on  any 
motion  day  afterwards.  The  object  of  the  rule  was  that  the 
Eespondents  should  have  four  days  in  which  to  prepare,  and  here 
they  had  had,  in  faot»  more  than  six  weeks.  Their  Lordships 
overruled  the  objection. 

The  motion  was  then  proceeded  with. 

Mr.  De  Oex^  Q.G.,  and  Mr.  WituHaw,  for  the  Appellant  :— 

The  Act  of  1869  has  made  no  alteration  in  the  law  as  to  what 
assignments  are  acts  of  bankruptcy  (1).  It  is  true  that  the  words 
''to  defeat  or  delay  creditors'*  are  omitted  in  the  2nd  sub- 
section, which  is  now  the  law  on  the  subject ;  but  they  were 
useless  as  regards  these  assignments^  and  were  merely  omitted  in 
order  to  make  it  clearer.  In  the  3rd  sub-section,  where  the  intent 
is  necessary,  they  are  inserted.  So  the  word  fraudulent  has  been 
omitted  from  the  1st  sub-section.  Whether  the  bankrupt  is  a 
trader  or  not  makes  no  difference.  Smith  t.  Oannan  (2)  and 
Yaunff  T.  Waud  (3)  shew  what  the  law  is. 

Mr.  LUOe,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Miller,  Q.O.,  for  Smith  ;— 

Under  the  old  law  the  conveyance  must  have  been  with  intent 

(1)  24  &  25  Vict  &  134,  b.  70 :  "  If  trustee  or  tnutees  for  the  benefit  of  his 

any  person,  not  being  a  trader,  shall,  creditors  generally.** 
with  intent  to  defeat  or  delay  his  ere-         2.  *'  That  the  debtor  has,  in  Eng" 

ditors,  depart  this  realm,  or  being  out  land  or  elsewhere,  made  a  fraudulent 

of  this  realm,  shall  with  such  intent  conveyance,  gift,  delivery,  or  transfer 

remain  abroad,    or    shall    with   such  of  his  property,  or  of  any  part  thereof." 
intent  make  any  fraudulent  conveyance,         3.  ^  That  the  debtor  has,  with  intent 

gift,  delivery,  or  transfer  of  his  real  or  to  defeat  or  delay  his  creditors,  done 

personal  estate,  or  any  part  thereof  re-  any  of  the  following  things :  namely, 

spectively,  such  person  shall  be  deemed  departed  out  of  England ;  or,  being  out 

to  have  thereby  committed  an  act  of  of  England^  remained  out  of  England ; 

bankruptcy.**  or,  being  a  trader,  departed  from  his 

32  &  83  Vict  c.  71,  s.  C,  defines  cer-  dwelling-house ;  or  otherwise  absented 

tain  acts  of  bankruptcy  to  be :  himself;  or  begun  to  keep  house,  or 

1.  "  That  the  debtor  has,  in  Eng^  sufiered  himself  to  be  outlawed,**  ftc. 
land  or  elsewhere,  made  a  conveyance         (2)  2E.  SsB.  35. 
or  assignment  of  his  property  to  a         (3)  8  Ex.  221,  234. 
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to  defeat  or  delay  creditofs.  This  was,  in  1861,  extended  to  non* 
traders ;  bat  these  words  are  omitted  in  the  Act  of  1869,  and  it 
woold  be  very  alarming  if  every  assignment  of  this  nature  by  a 
non-trader  was  void.  Under  the  old  law  there  'conld  be  no  ques- 
tion ;  bat  nnder  the  new  law  there  most  be  actaal  fraad :  K&van 
T.  Mannon  (1).  A  moitgage  cannot  defeat  or  delay  the  creditors, 
and  there  is  no  principle  nnder  which  the  decisions  on  this  snbject 
can  be  sappcnied,  and  they  depend  entirely  on  the  Act.  There  is 
not  a  single  case  in  which  an  assignment  by  a  non-trader  has  been 
held  void ;  and  the  Conrt  will  not  hold  so  nnneoessarily. 


L.JJ. 

1S72 
Wood. 


Sib  G.  Hellish,  LJ.  : — 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  Chief  Jndge  in  Bank- 
ruptcy reversing  an  order  of  the  Connty  Court,  by  which  it  was 
held  that  a  certain  bill  of  sale  is  invalid  as  against  the  trustee  in 
bankruptcy.  The  grounds  on  which  the  bill  was  held  void  are, 
first,  that  it  was  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  being  an  assignment  of 
all  the  debtor's  property  to  one  particular  creditor  in  considera- 
tion of  a  past  debt;  and,  secondly,  that  it  was  a  fraudulent 
preference  within  the  92nd  section. 

The  Chief  Judge  has  held  the  bill  of  sale  not  invalid  on  either 
of  these  grounds.  The  question  as  to  the  fraudulent  preference 
was  not  raised  before  us,  and  the  only  question  we  have  to  deter- 
mine is,  whether  the  bill  of  scde  was  an  act  of  bankruptcy  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  an  assignment  of  all  the  debtor's  property  in  con- 
sideration of  a  past  debt.  [His  Lordship  then  commented  on  the  evi- 
dence, and  held  it  to  be  established  or  admitted  that  the  past  debt 
was  valid,  and  that  the  assignment  did  comprise  all  the  debtor's 
available  property.]  We  now  come  to  the  questions  of  law,  of 
which  there  are  two :  first,  whether  such  an  assignment  is  an  act  of 
bankruptcy  in  any  case ;  and,  secondly,  if  it  is  an  act  of  bankruptcy 
in  the  case  of  a  trader,  whether  it  is  so  in  the  case  of  a  non-trader. 

As  to  the  first  question,  we  find  that,  in  the  definition  of  an  act 
of  bankruptcy,  the  words  *^  with  intent  to  defeat  or  delay  his  cre« 
ditors  "  are  omitted  from  the  second  sub-section  of  the  6tk  dauae 
of  the  Act  of  1869,  the  other  words  remaining  precisely  the  same 

(1)  24  L.  T.  (N.S.)  395. 


I 
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L.  J  J.      as  in  the  former  Acts ;  and  it  was  argued  that  the  object  of  omitting 

1872        those  words  was  to  narrow  the  effect  of  the  claase,  so  that  assign- 

j^  f^       ments  which  before  that  Act  would  haye  been  fraudulent  are  no 

WoOTw      longer  to  be  so  considered.    That  would  be  a  very  remarkable 

effect  as  produced  by  omitting  words  which  seem  to  have  been 

•         inserted,  where  they  are  inserted,  rather  to  narrow  the  meaning  of 

the  other  words  in  the  enactment. 

It  is,  however,  necessary  to  consider  what  was  the  effect  of  these 
words  in  the  former  Acts,  and  it  is  important  to  observe  that^ 
as  Mn  Window  pointed  out,  these  words  had  in  the  former  Acts 
a  different  interpretation  as  applied  to  different  acts  of  bankruptcy. 
All  were  described  as  acts  intended  to  defeat  and  delay  credi- 
tors ;  but  as  to  some  it  was  necessary  to  prove,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  that  the  act  had  been  done  with  an  intent  in  the  mind  of  the 
bankrupt  to  defeat  or  delay  his  creditors — as,  for  instance,  departing 
the  realm,  or  absenting  himself,  or  keeping  house.  All  these  were 
in  themselves  innocent  actions,  and  to  make  them  acts  of  bank- 
ruptcy it  was  necessary  to  prove  an  intent  to  defeat  or  delay 
creditors.  If  the  case  was  tried  at  law  the  Judge  would  leave  to 
the  jury,  first,  whether  the  debtor  had  done  these  acts,  and 
secondly,  whether  he  had  done  them  with  intent  to  defeat  or 
delay  his  creditors.  But  as  respects  a  fraudulent  conveyance^ 
gift,  delivery,  or  transfer,  the  rule  was  quite  different;  for  the 
mere  act  was  necessarily  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  the  law 
assumed  the  intent  to  defeat  or  delay  the  creditors  as  a  neces- 
sary consequence  of  the  act.  There  were  various  conveyances  which 
the  Court  held  to  be  fraudulent :  a  conveyance  which  was  void 
under  the  statute  of  13  Eliz.  was  one ;  so  was  a  conveyance  of  a 
man's  whole  property  for  the  benefit  of  all  his  creditors ;  so  was  a 
conveyance  for  securing  a  past  debt ;  so  was  a  voluntary  convey- 
ance in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy.  And  the  law  assumed  that 
such  acts  were  of  necessity  done  with  intent  to  defeat  or  delay  credi- 
tors, and  such  a  question  was  never  left  to  the  jury. 

It  appears  to  me  that  the  framers  of  this  Act  thought  it  would 
be  an  improvement  to  omit  words  as  to  intent  in  the  cases  where 
it  was  not  necessary  to  prove  such  an  intent,  the  words  being  then 
surplusage  and  misleading ;  and  I  think  that  they  have  been  very 
properly  left  out  without  in  any  way  altering  the  law.     If  we 
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examine  the  other  sub-eections  we  shall  find  that  they  clearly 
enpport  this  view.  Thns  in  the  first  sub-section  the  words  as 
to  intent  are  omitted,  becaase  in  the  case  of  an  asaignment 
for  creditors  generally  proof  of  the  intent  had  never  been 
required. 

I  now  come  to  the  second  snb-section  of  the  6th  clanse,  which 
speaks  of  a  fraodulent  conveyance.  Now  against  whom  must  the 
conveyance  be  fraudulent  ?  Why,  clearly  against  creditors,  because 
a  man  may  make  frandalent  conveyances  of  other  kinds,  as,  for 
instance,  with  intent  to  defraud  a  porchaser;  which  it  would  be 
absurd  to  treat  as  acta  of  bankmptcy.  The  conveyance  muat  be 
with  intent  to  defraud  creditors,  and  therefore  these  words  are  to 
be  implied.  But  what  is  the  difference  between  a  conveyance 
fraudulent  against  creditors  and  a  conveyance  with  intent  to  de- 
feat or  delay  creditors.  It  really  amounts  to  the  same  thing,  with 
the  exception  that  the  intent  is  not  a  matter  of  fact  bnt  a  con- 
clusion of  law  ?  These  first  words  have  been  left  out  because 
there  is  often  in  fact  no  snch  intent,  and  in  order  to  prevent  the 
Court  and  jury  from  being  obliged  to  find  contcary  to  the  actual 
fact.  The  rule  of  law  often  compelled  the  jury  to  find  contrary  to 
the  actual  fact,  and  it  seems  quite  right  when  a  new  Act  is  framed,  to 
frame  it  so  as  to  express  what  is  really  meaut,  and  to  avoid  artificial 
contrivancea  of  law.  The  conclusion  to  whidi  I  come  is,  that  the 
meaning  of  the  words  "  fraudulent  conveyance,  gift,  delivery,  or 
transfer  "  has  not  been  altered,  and  that  the  words  "  with  intent  to 
defeat  or  delay,"  have  been  left  out  as  superfluous  and  misleading. 

It  was  further  at^ed  that  under  the  present  Act  positive 
fraud  must  be  proved ;  and  that  the  expressions  in  the  first  sub- 
section shew  this.  But  I  am  not  of  that  opinion.  The  framers 
of  the  Act  probably  thought  it  absurd  to  say  that  a  conveyance 
of  all  a  man's  property  for  the  equal  benefit  of  atl  the  creditors 
was  fraudulent,  but  they  seem  not  to  have  considered  it  absurd 
to  say  that  a  conveyance  to  one  creditor  for  a  past  debt  was 
frBuduIent  within  the  bankmptcy  laws,  and  therefore  they  left 
these  words  to  bear  the  interpretation  which  they  have  always 
received. 

The  conclusion  to  which  I  come  is,  therefore,  that  there  has 
been  no  intention  to  alter  the  law  on  these  matters.    If  the  L^is- 
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L.  J  J.  latnre  had  intended  to  make  so  serious  an  alteration,  the  intention 
1872  woald  liave  been  expressed  in  positive  terms,  and  the  Act  would 
In  re  have  declared  that  the  conveyance  of  all  the  debtor's  property  to 
one  creditor  should  no  longer  be  fraudulent.  They  have  not  done 
that,  but  have  used  the  old  words  *^  fraudulent  conveyance,"  and 
those  words  must,  in  my  opinion,  bear  their  old  construction.  If» 
then,  the  law  has  not  been  altered,  this  is  clearly  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy. Whether  there  is  a  surplus  or  none,  the  law  is  settled 
that  such  an  assignment,  though  to  secure  a  valid  debt,  and 
though  by  mortgage,  is  a  fraudulent  transfer,  because  it  prevents  the 
other  creditors  from  issuing  execution.  That  was  held  in  Smith 
Y.  Cannan  (1),  and  unless  the  law  is  altered  such  is  still  the  rule. 

Then  comes  the  question  whether  there  is  any  distinction  between 
a  trader  and  a  non-trader.  Now  the  Act  does,  in  some  cases, 
separate  the  acts  of  bankruptcy  by  traders  and  those  by  non- 
traders,  but  as  to  this  act  of  bankruptcy  there  is  no  difference,  and 
it  was  the  same  in  the  Act  of  1861 .  [His  Lordship  referred  to  sect  70]. 
It  appears  to  me  impossible  to  hold  that  this  would  not,  under  the 
Act  of  1861,  be  an  act  of  bankruptcy  in  the  case  of  a  non-trader ; 
and  the  Act  of  1869  simply  follows  the  former  Act,  leaving  out 
the  words  *  with  intent,*'  &c.  It  appears  to  me  quite  impossible 
now  to  make  any  distinction  in  this  respect  between  a  trader  and 
non-trader,  and  the  assignment  of  aU  a  man's  property  to  secure 
a  past  debt  is  still  an  act  of  bankruptcy. 

The  order  of  the  Chief  Judge  must  be  reversed,  and  that  of  the 
County  Court  affirmed.  The  trustee  will  have  his  costs  of  the 
hearing  before  the  Chief  Judge  and  in  the  County  Court,  but  not 
those  of  the  appeal  before  us. 

Sib  W.  M.  Jaues,  L. J. : — 

^  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  will  only  add  that  I  am  very 
glad  that  the  matter  should  have  been  so  thoroughly  discussed,  so 
that  we  have  had  an  opportunity  of  again  considering  Ex  parte 

EawJcer  (2). 

« 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Messrs.  Latvraneef  Plews^  dt  Co. 
Solicitors  for  the  Respondents :  Messrs.  Oourtenay  dt  Oroome.     * 

[(1)  2  E.  &  B.  85.  (2)  Ante,  p.  214. 
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In  re  EAST  OP  ENGLAND  BANKING  COMPANY.      ; 

PEARSONS  CASE. 

Wintlinff'Up^Cknnprinniie  hy  Liquidator — Juri$dictipn — Companies  Act, 

1862, 8. 160. 

The  Court  has  do  jorifldiction  to  order  the  liquidator  in  a  winding-up  to 
consent  to  a  compromise  with  a  contribatory. 
The  deciflon  of  MaHns^  Y.C,  reyersed* 

xHIS  was  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  Yice-Chancellor  MaUns 
made  in  the  winding-up  of  the  Had  of  England  Banking  Company. 

The  company  was  being  wound  up  voluntarily  under  the  super- 
vision of  the  Court  Miss  E.  M,  Pearson  was  one  of  the  oontribu- 
tories  of  the  company,  and  her  total  liability  amounted  to  £1800. 
A  call  of  £300  had  been  previously  made,  which  she  had  paid  by 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  some  of  her  property.  A  second  call 
had  now  been  made  for  £900,  which  she  was  unable  to  pay.  An 
application  was  made  on  the  12th  of  June,  1871,  that  Miss  Pearson 
should  be  committed  to  prison  for  non-payment  of  the  call,  which 
was  refused  by  the  Vice-Chancellor.  Miss  Pearson  then  offered  to 
pay  £50  by  way  of  compromise  in  full  of  all  demands,  but  the 
liquidators  refused  to  accept  the  compromise.  An  order  was  then 
made  in  Chambers  that  the  liquidators  should  ac6ept  the  offer, 
with  liberty  to  the  liquidators  to  move  to  discharge  the  order. 
They  accordingly  moved  to  discharge  the  order,  but  the  Yice- 
Chancellor  refused  the  application,  and  the  liquidators  appealed 
from  this  decision  (1). 

Miss  Pearson  had  filed  an  affidavit  stating  that  her  only  fixed 
income  was  an  annuity  of  £60,  and  that  she  supported  herself  by 
writing.  She  had  been  engaged  in  the  care  of  the  sick  and  wounded 


(1)  1872.    Jan.  31. 

Sib  R.  Maxjns^  Y C,  after  shortly  re- 
ferring to  the  previous  proceeding?  for 
committing  Miss  Pearmm  to  x^nson, 
continaed  :^ 

The  matter  was  then  brought  before 
me  in  Chambers.    I  appealed  to  the 
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liquidators  whether  it  was  worth  thui 
while,  considering  the  large  amount 
they  were  dealing  with,  smd  that  the  in- 
significant pittance  which  tlua  poor  \ady 
possesses  would  hardly  make  any  ap- 
preciable difference  to  the  shareboldera, 
to  pursue  the  matter  fartbet  iC  1  ^vaa 
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Case. 


in  the  late  war  between  France  and  Oermany,  and  was  preparing  a 
book  on  that  subject. 

Mr.  Olasse^  QC.,  and  Mr.  CozemSardy^  for  the  Appellants, 
submitted  that  the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  make  such  an 
order  on  the  liquidators.  They  referred  to  the  Companies  Aet^ 
1862,  s.  160  (1),  and  the  General  Order  of  November,  1862,  rules 
49  and  50.    They  were  stopped  by  the  Court. 


to  sanction  the  compromine  so  as  to  re- 
lieve them  from  responsibility.  They 
%voald  not  consent,  and  this  objection 
was  then  taken,  and  is  taken  now,  that 
the  Judge  having  charge  of  the  wind- 
ing-up has,  in  fact,  no  control  whatever 
over  the  liquidators  in  such  a  matter. 
I  always  understood  that  the  Judge 
having  chai^ge  of  the  winding-up,  and 
being  the  person  to  exercise  a  discre- 
tion in  the  matter,  ought  always  to 
be  anxious  to  have  the  opinion  of 
the  liquidator,  and  to  receive  from 
him  any  information  which  he  could 
supply.  According  to  the  best  of  my 
ability  I  have  done  that,  and  have  en- 
deavoured to  apply  that  information  so 
given  me  for  the  benefit  of  all ;  but  I 
am  now  told  that  the  view  taken  by  the 
liquidator  is  to  bind  the  Judge.  The 
matter  was  brought  before  me  upon  the 
application  of  this  unfortunate  share- 
holder, who  was  literally  and  positively 
unable  to  pay  anything  beyond  a  small 
amount ;  and  I,  being  the  Judge  having 
the  charge  of  the  winding-up  of  the 
company,  came  to  the  conclusion  that 
it  was  expedient  that  a  compromise 
should  be  made ;  and  it  certainly  would 
be  a  very  extraordinary  thing,  if  the 
liquidator  takes  a  harsh  and  unjusti- 
fiable view  of  the  case,  and  opposes 
what  I  have  done,  that  I  am  absolutely 
powerless,  because  the  49th  and  50th 
Bules  give  the  initiation  of  the  com- 
promise to  the  liquidator.  No  doubt, 
if  you  adhere  to  the  strict  letter  of  the 
rules,  it  is  intended  that  the  initiation 


of  the  compromise  should  be  with  the 
liquidator,  and  it  is  ordinarily  so,  but 
I  observe  that  the  160th  section  of 
the  Act  does  not  remove  the  discretion 
of  the  Judge.  [liis  Honour  read  the  sec- 
tion, and  continued: — "]  My  interpreta- 
tion of  the  Act  therefore  is,  that  al- 
though ordinarily  the  liquidator  would 
be  the  first  person  to  propose  a  compro- 
mise, yet  if  a  contributory  comes  before 
the  Judge  and  lays  a  statement  before 
him  which  satisfies  him  that  it  is  expe- 
dient that  the  compromise  should  be 
entered  into,  the  liquidator  is  bound 
not  to  set  at  defiance  the  views  of  the 
Judge  and  to  insist  upon  views  of  his 
own.  I  am  quite  satisfied  that  it  is 
better  it  should  be  in  the  discretion 
of  the  Judge  than  in  the  discretion  of 
the  liquidator,  whoever  he  may  be. 
On  the  ground  which  I  have  stated, 
I  decline  to  discharge  the  order.  If  the 
liquidators  in  this  case  think  I  have 
compromised  with  the  lady  for  too  small 
a  sum,  and  think  fit  to  bring  the  matter 
before  me  a^in  to  re-open  the  compro- 
mise on  its  merits,  I  shall  be  willing  to 
hear  them ;  but  as  to  my  acceding  to 
the  doctrine  that  I  cannot  sanction  a 
compromise  of  this  kind  without  the 
assent  of  the  liquidators,  who  are  my 
officers,  I  will  not  do  so  until  I  am 
absolutely  bound  by  the  decision  of  a 
superior  Court. 

(I)  Section  160  is  as  follows  : — 
*'  The  liquidators  may,  with  the  sanc- 
tion of  the  Court  where  the  company 
is  being    wound    up  by  the    Court, 
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Hr.  Babinffioii,  for  Mias  Pearson,  coutended  that  it  waa  tbe       L.JJ. 
-tlnty  of  the  Conrt  to  give  dircctione  to  tUe  liqaidators  in  all        1S72 
-cases  in  which  their  actione  were  contrary  to  the  interegts  of  the    Fkabson's 
company  or  oppressive  to  individoals.     In  the  160th  section  uo        ^*"^ 
distinction  is  made  between  official  liquidators  and  liquidators  in  a 
Tolantary  winding-up  under  supervision.     He   referred  to  In  re 
Jntemaiional  CotUract   Company  (I);   In   re   Contract   Corpora- 
■tion  (2) ;  In  re  Lama  Coal  Company  (3) ;  In  re  London  Quays  and 
t  Company  (4);  Companies  Ad,  1862,  ss.  138,  151. 


Sir  W.  M.  James,  LJ.  : — 

I  cannot  agree  with  the  view  of  the  Act  entertained  by  the  Vice- 
Cbancellor.  It  appears  clear  to  me  that  the  Conrt  Iia3  no  juris- 
diction, on  tbe  application  of  a  contributory,  to  make  an  order 
upon  a  liquidator  to  accept  a  less  sum  than  that  which  is  due  from 
tbe  contributory.  The  duty  -of  the  Court  is  to  determine  the 
legal  or  equitable  rights  of  the  parties ;  but  as  in  such  a  matter 
ji8  the  winding  up  of  a  company  it  may  well  be  desirable  in  some 
cases  not  to  press  too  hardly  on  a  particular  person,  the  Act  has 
enabled  the  liquidators,  with  the  sanction  of  the  Court,  to  accept  a 
-compromise  in  the  same  way  as  ordinary  litigants  can  da  But 
the  Court  has  no  more  power  to  compel  the  liquidator  to  accept 
It  compromise  than  to  compel  an  ordinary  suitor  to  take  less  than 
is  due  to  him.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  only  power  is  in  the 
liquidator  with  the  sanction  of  the  Court,  and  that  there  is  uo 


or  Buliject  to  the  sBpsrviBion  of  the 
Court,  and  with  the  sanction  of  an 
•titraordiDarjr  resolatioo  of  the  oom- 
ponj  where  the  campany  is  bein;; 
wonnd  up  altogether  voluntitrily,  com- 
promiM  all  calU  and  liabilitiea  to  calls 
-debts,  and  liabilities  capable  of  reaalt- 
ing  in  debts,  and  all  claima,  whether 
present  or  future,  certain  or  contingent, 
aacertained  or  soundiog  only  in  damt^e«, 
Aubaiating  or  supposed  to  Babeist  be- 
tween the  company  and  any  oontri- 
butoiy  or  alleged  contributory  or  otiier 
debtor  or  peraon  apprehending  liability 
to  the  eonupanj,  and  nil  qucHtionii  in 
Vol.  VIL  2 


Hny  WHy  relating  to  or  affecting  the 
assets  of  the  company  or  the  win<liDg- 
iip  of  the  compnny,  upon  the  receipt  of 
such  lums,  payable  at  such  timei<,  and 
RHuerally  upon  inch  terms  as  may  be 
agreed  upon,  with  {xiweT  for  the  liqui- 
■lators  to  tAke  any  security  for  the  dls- 
char^  of  such  debts  or  liabilities,  ana 
to  givccomplcte  discharges  in  respect  of 
nil  or  any  such  calls,  dtbls,  or  liibili- 

(1)  Law  Bep.  1  Ch.  523. 
(2>  IbiJ.  2  Ch.  95. 

(3)  Ibid.  2  Ch.  692. 

(4)  lbi.1.  3  Ch.  3M. 
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1872  recommends  it  or  not.     Of  course  the  Yice-Chanoellor  has  the 

Psabsoh's  power  to  withhold  any  order  for  committing  this  lady  for  non- 

^^"'  payment  of  the  calls.    The  order  must  be  discharged. 

Sib  G.  Mbllish,  L.J. : — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  compromise  could  only  have 
been  made  under  the  160th  section  of  the  Act,  and  under  that 
section  it  can  only  be  made  with  the  consent  both  of  the  liquidator 
and  the  Court. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Sharpe,  Parker^  cfc  Co. ;  Mr.  Watkin. 


Feb.  16. 


L.  JJ.  HADLEY  V.  McDOUGALL. 

1872 


[1871    H.    103.] 

Fractice-^Froduction  of  Document&'^oint  Fossession — Entries  hy  one  Partner 

in  Partnership  Books. 

The  8ole  DefendaDt  in  a  suit  relating  to  transactions  in  which  he  had  been 
engaged  with  the  Plaintiff,  had  made  entries  relating  to  these  transactions  in 
the  books  of  a  partnership  firm  of  which  he  was  a  member : — 

Held  (reversing  the  decision  of  Malins,  Y.G.),  that  no  order  could  be  made 
on  the  Defendant  to  produce  the  partnership  books  without  the  consent  of  his 
partner. 

xHIS  was  an  appeal  from  an  order  made  by  Vice-Chancellor 
Malins  for  the  production  of  documents  by  the  Defendant  under 
the  following  circumstances : — 

The  bill  was  filed  by  8.  0.  Hadley  for  an  account  of  partnership 
transactions  entered  into  by  himself  and  the  Defendant,  /.  D. 
MeDouffaU,  for  supplying  harness  to  the  French  Government. 
The  Defendant  was  in  partnership  with  his  father,  A.  MeDougaU^  as 
a  saddler,  but  his  father  was  not  interested  in  the  transactions 
which  formed  the  subject  of  this  suit.  However,  it  appeared  that 
the  accounts  of  these  transactions  were  entered  in  the  partnership 
books  of  the  Defendant  and  his  father. 

The  Defendant  made  an  affidavit  as  to  documents,  in  which  he 
stated  that  he  had  in  the  joint  possession  of  his  partner  and  him- 
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self  the  several  docnmeats  set  forth  ia  the  schedole  which  related      U  jj. 
to  some  of  the  matters  in  question  m  the  suit,  but  that  he  vas        it,T2 
unable  to  produce  the  docamente,  inasmuch  as  his  partner,  who      HjtDLtv 
was  not  a  party  to  the  snit,  refused  to  allow  any  of  them  to  be  mj-iwoill 
produced.  — 

The  Vice-Chaucellor  made  an  order  that  the  Defendant  should 
produce  and  leave  at  the  ofGce  of  his  solicitor,  for  inspection  by  the 
Plaintiff,  the  books  and  documents  scheduled,  with  liberty  to  seal  up 
such  parts  as  did  not  relate  to  the  matters  in  question  in  the  suit. 

The  Defendant  appealed  from  this  order. 

Mr.  Olaase,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  Pearson,  for  the  Appellant,  con- 
tended that  the  Court  had  no  power  to  make  an  order  for  pro- 
duction of  documents  which  were  in  the  joint  possession  of  the 
Defendant  and  a  person  who  was  not  a  party  to  the  suit.  They 
cited  Bnd  v,  Langlou  (1) ;  Jfurmy  v.  Waller  (2) ;  Taj/lor  v. 
Bwtdell  (3)  ;   Warriek  v.  Queen  »  College,  Oxford  (4). 

Mr.  Cotion,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  F.  Earriaon,  for  the  Plaintiff,  argued 
that  the  other  partner,  having  consented  to  the  entries  in  the 
partnetship  books,  conld  not  now  object  to  produce  them.  The 
present  course  was  adopted  to  avoid  the  expense  of  setting  out  the 
accounts  in  the  answer. 

SiE  W.  M.  James,  LJ.  :— 

It  woold  be  a  serious  thing  to  interfere  with  the  settled  rules  of 
the  Court.  We  cannot  make  an  order  for  production  of  documents 
on  a  person  who  is  not  a  party  to  the  suit.  The  Plaintiff  may, 
if  so  advised,  amend  the  bill,  so  as  to  make  the  Defendant  set  out 
all  the  entries  himself,  and  he  can  then  get  the  production  of  the 
originals  at  the  liearing  by  means  of  a  subpoena  duces  tecum.  The 
costs  on  both  sides  to  be  costs  in  the  cause. 

Sir  G.  Mellish,  L.J.,  concurred. 

Solicitors:  Messrs.  Harrison,  Seal,  <&  ^rriion;  Mr.  Miri 
Shephard. 

(1)  1  Mac.  &  G.  027.  (3)  Cr.  &  Pb.  104. 

(2)  Cr.  &  Ph.  114.  (4)  Law  Bep.  4  Eq.  254. 

2  B  2  1 
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^_r^^^  Execution  Creditor — Bankruptcy  Acf^  18GU,  «.  12 — Seizure  and  Sah. 

Feb.  29 : 

Jfareft  7.  A  warrant  of  ^.  /a.,  on  a  County  Court  judgment,  was  delivered  to  tlie 

bailifif  of  a  County  Court  to  bo  executed.  Later  on  the  same  day  the  debtor 
filed  a  petition  for  liquidation,  and  a  receiver  was  ai)pointed.  llie  bailiff,  on 
coming  to  the  debtor's  house  to  execute  the  warrant,  found  the  receiver  in 
possession  :— 

EM  (affirming  the  decision  of  the  Chief  Judge,  who  had  reversed  the 
decision  of  the  County  Court),  that  the  trustee  under  the  liquidation  wa5 
entitled  to  the  c;oods  as  against  the  execution  creditor ;  for  that  under  the^aiiA- 
ruptcy  Actf  1869,  s.  12,  goods  are  not,  as  against  a  trustee  in  bankruptcy, 
bound  by  a  writ  of fi,  fa.  from  the  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the  sheriff;  but  a 
seizure  of  them  before  the  act  of  bankruptcy  is  necessary. 

xHIS  was  an  appeal  by  an  execution  creditor  from  an  order  of 
the  Chief  Judge  in  Bankruptcy,  discharginp^  an  order  of  the  County 
Court  of  Monmovihshire. 

On  the  3rd  of  November,  1S71,  WtUiains  recovered  judgment 
against  Davies,  a  trader,  in  two  actions,  in  the  County  Court  of 
Chester^  for  £17  Is.  2d.  and  £9  178.  6d.f  and  caused  warrants  of 
fi.  fa.  to  be  issued.  On  Saturday,  the  4th  of  November,  the  under- 
bailiff  of  the  Chetler  County  Court  forwarded  the  warrants  by  post  to 
the  Registrar  of  the  County  Court  of  Monmouth,  the  debtor  being 
resident  in  Monmouthskire.  The  Registrar  of  the  Monmouth  Court 
re-issued  them,  and  on  the  7th  of  November,  at  half-past  eleven  in 
the  morning,  gave  them  to  the  sub-bailiff  of  that  Court  to  be 
executed. 

On  the  same  7th  of  November,  but  later  in  the  day,  Davies  filetl 
in  the  Monmouth  County  Court  a  petition  for  h'quidatiouy  and  on 
the  same  day  a  receiver  was  appointed,  who  immediately  entered 
into  possession  of  the  goods  in  Davies*  house. 

On  the  afternoon  of  the  7th  of  November  the  assistant-bailiff, 
who  went  to  execute  the  warrants,  found  the  house  of  Davies  closed, 
and  could  not  obtain  admittance.  He  waited  at  a  public-house 
opposite,  and  in  about  twenty  minutes,  seeing  Davies*  door  open, 
he  went  in  and  found  the  receiver  there.  He  nevertheless  made 
inventories  of  the  goods,  and  remained  in  possession. 
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On  the  Bame  day  an  injunction  was  obtained  to  reBtrain  WiUiams 
from  taking  any  further  proceedings  on  his  judgments.  Wittianu 
had  no  notice  of  this  order  tUl  the  9th  of  NoTdmber. 

On  the  27th  of  November  the  B^atrar  of  the  Monmouih  Connty 
Court,  sitting  for  the  Judge,  dissolved  the  iojunction,  and  ordered 
that  the  bailiff  should  be  at  liberty  to  realize  by  sale  the  goods 
seized  by  him  ander  the  executions.  The  trustee  under  the  liquida- 
tion appealed  from  tliis  order,  and  on  the  ISth  of  December  the 
Chief  Judge  discharged  it  From  this  order  of  the  Chief  Judge 
WSliajna  now  appealed. 

The  Hon.  A.  Thenger,  and  Mr.  JVniay  Euight,  for  the  Appel- 
lant : — 

This  case  stands  on  the  same  footing  as  if  the  judgment  were 
from  a  superior  Court:  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  108,  s.  47.  We  contend 
that  the  goods  of  a  judgment  debtor  are  bound  from  the  delivery  of 
the  writ  to  the  sberifT,  and  that  seizure  makes  no  diSerence.  Seizore 
does  not  take  the  propei-ty  out  of  the  debtor:  Q3e»  v.  Qrover  (1). 
Under  the  Bankruptcy  Acts  in  force  before  the  Act  of  1849, 
seizure,  and  after  that  Act  seizure  and  sale,  were  necessary  to 
defeat  the  right  of  the  assignee ;  but  the  late  Act  has  altered 
thelaw:  Bz  farU  Boolte  (2);  ^aieryi.  Finder  {?i).  Under  13  EUz. 
8.  7,  the  title  of  the  assignee  related  to  the  act  of  bankniptcy,  but 
it  was  held  that  the  execution  creditor  would  prevail  unless  the 
act  of  bankruptry  was  before  the  ie^  of  the  writ.  The  statute  21 
Jac.  1,  c.  19, 8. 9,  first  made  seizure  necessary  as  against  the  assignee 
in  bankruptcy  ;  and  the  Act  of  1849,  sect.  184,  made  seizure  and 
sale  necessary ;  but  those  enactments  are  repealed,  and  not  re- 
enacted.  The  statute  19  &  20  Vict  c.  97,  s,  1,  does  not  apply.  So 
the  case  now  stands  on  the  Statute  of  Fraud»,  by  which  goods  are 
bound,  not  as  at  common  law,  from  the  tetie  of  the  writ,  but  &om 
its  delivery  to  the  Bheriff,  and  seiznre  is  immaterial :  Payne  v. 
J)retce  (4) ;  Evlchinaon  v.  Johnstone  (5) ;  Woodiand  v.  Fuller  (G) ; 
Jliibaon  V.  ndlugon  (7) ;  Bot/te  v.  Blaekttoek  (8). 


(1)  9  BiDg.  128. 

(2>  Ldw  Rep.  6  Ch.  TJi.J. 

(3)  Ibid.  6  Ex.  228. 

(4)  4  But,  G23. 


(5)  1  T.  E.  729. 

(6)  11  A.  &  E.  859. 

(T)  Law  Rep.  2  Q.  U.  G42. 
(8)  8L.T.CN.S.>641. 
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Ex  parte 

WlLLIAHS. 

In  re 
Paties. 


Mr.  De  Oex,  Q.C.9  and  Mr.  Bagley^  contra : — 

It  was  never  intended  to  take  this  retrograde  step  by  the  Act  of 
1869.  By  sect.  12  no  creditor  is  to  have  any  remedy  against  the 
person  or  property  of  the  bankrupt,  except  the  ordinary  remedies 
of  a  creditor  in  bankruptcy,  unless  he  holds  security.  A  writ  under 
which  no  seizure  has  been  made  is  not  security :  sect.  16.  It  binds 
no  particidar  goods ;  a  bill  would  not  lie  to  have  it  declared  a 
charge,  and  its  value  cannot  be  ascertained  so  as  to  enable  the 
creditor  to  deduct  it.  It  is  nothing  but  a  general  right  to  seize 
goods,  which  is  not  in  the  nature  of  a  security. 

Mr.  Fiviay  KnigU^  in  reply. 


Sib  G.  Mellish,  L.  J. : — 

The  question  in  this  case  is  whether  an  execution  creditor  who 
has  obtained  a  judgment  in  a  County  Court  under  which  a  warrant 
was  issued  to  the  bailiff  of  the  County  Court  enabling  him  to  seize 
the  goods  of  the  debtor,  which  warrant  was  placed  in  the  hands  of 
the  bailiff  before  any  proceedings  in  bankruptcy,  has  a  better  title 
to  the  goods  than  the  trustee  under  a  petition  for  liquidation  by 
arrangement  which  was  filed  on  the  same  day,  but  later  in  the  day. 
It  is  admitted  that  a  creditor  under  a  Coimty  Court  execution 
cannot  have,  at  all  events,  any  greater  rights  than  under  an  execu- 
tion issued  by  one  of  the  superior  Courts  at  Westminster.    The 
general  question  therefore  arises,  whether,  if  a^.  fa,  is  delivered  to 
the  sheriff,  so  that  the  goods  are  bound  within  the  Statute  ofFrauiSy 
the  creditor  is  entitled  to  the  goods  as  against  the  trustee  under  a 
bankruptcy  not  having  relation  to  any  act  of  bankruptcy  prior  to 
the  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the  sheriff.    This  depends  on  sect.  12 
of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869.     It  is  clear  that  the  case  falls 
within  the  first  part  of  that  clause,  for  proceeding  to  seize  goods  is 
certainly  enforcing  a  remedy  against  the  property  of  the  debtor, 
and  the  question  then  is  whether  it  comes  within  the  proviso. 
Now,  it  was  decided  by  the  full  Court  of  Appeal  in  Ex  parte 
Bocke  (1),  and  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Slater  v.  Finder  (2), 
that  where  an  execution  creditor  has  seized  the  goods  of  a  debtor 
before  the  commission  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  he  is  entitled  to 

(1)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  795.  (2)  Law  Eep.  6  Ex.  228. 
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the  goods  as  E^ainBt  the  trostee ;  and  Air.  Theai^  argued  that  the 
seizure  made  no  difference,  for  that  the  general  property  in  the 
goods  U  not  taken  ont  of  the  debtor  until  sale,  but  that  the 
creditor  has  a  security  on  the  goods  from  the  time  of  the  delivery 
of  the  vrit  to  the  sheriff.  It  is  oeceesory,  therefore,  to  consider 
what  is  the  effect  of  seizure.  Now,  at  common  law  the  goods 
were  said  to  be  bound  from  the  tette  ot  the  writ,  for  the  goods  which 
the  debtor  then  had  were  what  the  sheriff  was  ordered  to  seize,  and 
eonsequently  no  dealing  with  them  by  the  debtor  could  take  away 
the  sheriff's  right  to  seize  them  if  he  could  find  them  within  his 
bailiwick.  The  Statttie  of  Frauds  altered  this  by  carrying  the  time 
down  to  the  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the  sheriff,  but  that  was  only  as 
between  the  creditor  and  third  parties,  for  tiiere  are  cases  to  shew 
that  as  against  the  debtor  himself  the  goods  were  still  bound  from 
the  te^  of  the  writ.  This  difference  is  only  important  where 
the  debtor  dies  before  the  writ  is  delivered  to  the  sheriff,  in  which 
case  the  sheriff  can  seize  in  the  bands  of  his  executors  all  goods 
wbich  belonged  to  him  at  the  ie^e  of  the  writ;  but  as  against  all 
third  parties,  the  sheriff  can  only  seize  what  belonged  to  the 
debtor  when  the  writ  was  delivered  to  him.  StUl  the  sheriff 
bad  no  property  in  the  goods  till  seized.  The  debtor  may  remove 
them  into  another  bailiwick ;  that  is  not  illegal,  for  the  sheriff  has 
no  property  in  the  goods,  he  has  only  a  right  to  seize  them;  but 
after  he  baa  seized  them  he  has  a  special  property  in  them  :  Wil~ 
hraham  v.  8tu>w(\.);  so  that  he  can  maintain  trover  for  them,  as  is 
said  in  the  note  there  to  have  been  decided  in  Clerk  v.  Withers, 
on  the  ground  that  the  sheriff,  having  once  seized  the  goods,  was 
liable  for  their  full  valne.  Another  effect  of  seizure  is  this : 
there  may  be  a  number  of  writs  issued  into  different  counties,  and 
when  goods  are  seized  under  one  of  them,  until  it  is  known  how 
much  is  seized  no  other  can  be  executed.'  The  effect  of  seizure, 
therefore,  is,  that  upon  seizure  the  sheriff  ceases  to  have  merely  a 
right  to  seize,  and  acquires  a  qualified  property  in  the  goods  like 
that  of  a  factor  who  is  under  advances,  and  from  whom  the  goods 
may  be  claimed  back  on  payment  of  those  advances.  This  quali- 
fied property  differs  from  a  mortgage,  inasmuch  as  at  law  the 
mortgagee  has  an  absolute  title  to  the  property,  and  the  title  of  the 
(1)  2  Wms.  Saund.  47,  a,  Ed.  1846. 
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L.  JJ.  debtor  is  only  in  equity ;  but  in  this  case  there  is  at  law  a  qualified 
1872  property  iirith  a  power  of  sale.  The  Court  of  Exchequer  held,  in 
Kx  paHe  Shier  V.  Finder  (1),  that  when  the  goods  have  been  seized  by  the 
Williams,  gjjerjff^  ^he  creditor  has  a  security  upon  them.  Are  we  to  hold  that 
Dati£j$.  he  has  a  security  upon  them  before  they  are  seized  ?  To  hold  so* 
would  not  do  much  violence  to  the  words,  but  to  ascertain  the 
intentions  of  the  Legislature,  let  us  look  at  the  course  of  legisla- 
tion  on  the  subject.  Until  the  statute  of  Jac.  1,  the  goods  might 
be  seized  if  there  was  no  act  of  bankruptcy  before  the  teste  of  the 
writ,  but  by  that  statute  the  assignee  was  to  take,  unless  they  had 
been  seized  before  an  act  of  bankruptcy ;  and  so  matters  went  on> 
till  the  Bankruptcy  Act  of  1849,  which  made  an  execution  void  as 
against  the  assignee  unless  levied  by  seizure  and  sale.  The  law^ 
then,  having  for  so  long  a  period  been  that  seizure  was  necessary,, 
and  then  having  been  altered  so  as  to  make  sale  as  well  as  seizure 
necessary,  it  is  not  likely  that  the  Legislature  intended  to  make- 
such  a  change  as  that  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the  sheriff  should  be 
enough.  And  I  think  that  if  we  take  the  literal  meaning  of  the 
words  used,  the  Legislature  has  not  said  it.  A  mere  right  to  seize- 
property  cannot  properly  be  called  a  security ;  aud  I  think  that  the 
proviso  only  applies  to  cases  where  the  creditor  has  the  absolute 
property  or  a  special  property  in  goods,  not  a  mere  right  to  seize- 
them.  The  result  is,  that  the  trustee  is  entitled,  and  the  appeal 
must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Sir  W.  M.  James,  L  J. : — 
I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Doyle  &  Edwards  ;  Messrs.  Sloclen  d'  Jupin 

(1)  Law  Rep.  6  Y.x,  228. 
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Em  parte  WIEE.    In  re  WIEE. 
JMbtor  Summmit — BanlTiiplci/  Act,  1869, «.  7 — Security. 

Where  a  petsoD  serTed  with  a  debtor  aammons  diapulee  th«  debt,  the 
Court,  in  detenniniDg  whether  tbe  alleged  debtor  mtut  give  security  nnder 
the  Bankraplq/  Act,  1869,  i.  7,  will  hAve  regard  not  only  to  the  aUte  of  the 
debtor's  pecuniary  circunutancea,  bnt  to  the  probability  of  the  ctaimaDt 
being  able  to  establish  the  debt. 

In  a  catie,  therefore,  where  it  appeared  extreiuelj  doubtful  whether  the 
claim  could  be  substantiated  at  law,  tbe  Court  of  appeal  discharged  an  order 
directing  the  debtor  to  give  security,  though  it  was  admitted  that  he  was  io 
very  poor  circurastances. 

XHIS  was  an  appeal  by  Wier  from  so  mncb  of  an  order  of  Mr. 
Begistrar  Pept/a,  sitting  for  tlie  Chief  Judge,  as  directed  that  Wier, 
Dpon  whom  Tucker  had  served  a  debtor  summons,  should  within 
fourteen  days  enter  into  a  bond  with  sureties  in  the  penal  sum  of 
£858  14«.  id.  to  pay  to  Tucier  such  sum  as  might  be  found  due 
in  the  Chancery  suit  of  Wier  v.  Tucker,  together  with  such  costs 
as  might  bo  given  by  the,  Court  of  Chancery  to  Tucker;  aud 
also,  in  the  event  of  the  bill  being  dismissed,  to  pay  to  Taeker 
£429  78.  2d.,  t<^ther  with  such  costs  as  should  be  given  by  the 
Court  of  Chancery. 

The  order  went  on  to  direct,  that  upon  sucJi  bond  being  given 
all  proceedings  on  the  summons  should  bo  stayed  until  the  Court 
of  Chancery  had  come  to  a  decisioa  in  tbe  suit. 

In  1867  Wia-  and  Tucher  had  entered  into  partnership  for  the 
purpose  of  working  certain  patents,  nnder  the  firm  of  "  Wier  dr 
Co,"  In  1869  arrangements  were  entered  into  for  making  over 
tbe  whole  concern  to  a  limited  company  to  bo  called  "  Wier  dt 
Company,  LimUed"  This  company  was  duly  registered,  and  the 
business  was  made  over  to  it. 

In  August,  1869,  Wier  gave  to  Tucker  two  bills  of  exchange 
for  £30U  and  £120,  drawn  upon  "  Wier  <&  Company,"  and  accepted 
by  Wier  in  the  name  ol  "  Wier  &  Company." 

On  the  6th  of  July,  1870,  Tucker  served  Wier  with  a  debtor 
summons  for  £429  7a.  2d^  the  amount  due  ou  the  bills.  On  the 
5th  of  August,  1870,  an  order  was  made  on  the  summons  for  Wier 


r 


320 


CHANOEBY  APPEALS. 


PLK. 


L.  JJ. 

1872 


Ex  parte 

WlBB. 

In  re 

WiEB. 


to  give,  within  seven  days,  secnrity  for  such  sums  as  Tucker  might 
recover  in  an  action;  and  by  a  subsequent  order  the  time  was 
extended  to  the  19th  of  August,  1870.  On  the  29th  of  August 
Tucker  commenced  an  action  against  Wier  on  the  bills ;  and  on 
the  16th  of  February,  1871,  filed  a  petition  for  adjudication  in 
bankru{)tcy  against  him,  on  the  ground  of  his  having  failed  to  give 
security,  as  required  by  the  order  of  the  5th  of  August,  1870. 

On  the  21st  of  March,  1871,  Wier  filed  his  bill  in  Chancery 
against  Tucker  for  an  account  of  the  partnership  transactions, 
and  to  restrain  the  actions  on  the  bills  of  exchange  and  the  pro- 
ceedings in  bankruptcy,  and  obtained  an  injunction,  which,  however, 
on  the  24th  of  March,  was  dissolved  by  the  Lords  Justices. 

On  the  24th  of  March,  1871,  the  Registrar  adjudicated  Wier  a 
bankrupt ;  but  this  order  was  discharged  by  the  Lords  Justices  on 
the  3rd  of  August,  1871,  on  the  ground  that  there  had  been  no 
act  of  bankruptcy  within  six  months  (1). 

In  December,  1871,  Tiicker  put  in  his  answer,  by  which  he  set 
up  the  case  that  the  account  between  him  and  Wier  had  been 
finally  settled,  and  that  the  bills  of  exchange  were  for  the  balance 
foimd  due  to  Tucker  on  such  accounts.  He  stated,  further,  that  it 
had  been  arranged  that  Wier  should  procure  the  acceptance  of  the 
bills  by  Wier  cfe  Cb.,  Limiied,  and  that  he  received  them  from 
Wier  in  the  belief  that  they  had  been  so  accepted. 

No  further  proceedings  were  taken  in  the  action ;  but  towards 
the  end  of  1871  Tuaker  served  Wier  with  another  debtor  sum- 
mons, claiming  the  sum  of  £429  78,  2(2.,  '^  for  principal,  interest, 
and  noting  due  on  two  bills  of  exchange,  dated  respectively  the 
5th  and  10th  of  August,  1869,  for  £300  and  £120  respectively, 
payable  three  months  after  date ;  both  of  which  bills  of  exchange 
were  drawn  by  the  said  John  Tucker  upon  and  accepted  by  Wier 
&  Co,y  the  consideration  for  such  bills  being  money  lent  and 
advanced  by  the  said  J.  Tucker  to  you  the  said  A.  M.  Wiei\  then 
trading  under  the  firm  of  Wier  &  Co,,  and  interest  on  such  moneys 
so  advanced ;  also  the  balance  due  to  the  said  J.  Tucker  on  an 
account  rendered  to  the  said  /.  Tucker  by  the  said  A,  M,  Wier, 
and  stated  between  yoxu"  On  an  application  to  discharge  this 
summons,  Mr.  Begistrar  Fepys,  on  the  13th  of  February,  1872,  made 

(1)  Law  Eep.  6  Ch.  875. 
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the  order,  tlie  effect  of  wtiich  ia  given  above,  Wier  admitted  tliat 
bis  circninstances  were  very  embarrassed,  and  were  such  that  be 
could  not  expect  to  find  the  Bureties. 

Mr.  Baghy,  and  Mr.  CraeknaO,  for  the  appeal : — 
We  submit  that  the  making  the  Hecurity  include  the  costs  of 
the  Chancery  suit  is  clearly  wrong,  the  Act  only  contemplating 
the  costs  of  a  proceeding  at  law  by  the  alleged  creditor  to  estab- 
lish his  debt  But  we  say  that,  in  the  .circumstances  of  the  case, 
security  ought  not  to  have  been  ordered  at  all.  It  was  decided 
by  the  Court  of  appeal  in  Egs  parte  Wood  (1)  that,  under  the  Act 
of  1849,  it  was  not  imperative  to  recjuire  security,  but  that  all  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  including  the  probability  of  success  in 
the  action,  must  be  looked  ta  This  is,  d  fortiori,  the  case  under 
the  Act  of  1869,  sect.  7,  the  terms  of  which  are  less  imperative 
than  those  of  the  former  Act.  Here,  having  regard  to  what 
Tucker  himself  says  aa  to  the  giving  the  bills  of  exchange,  the 
prospect  of  success  in  an  action  upon  them  ia  almost  hopeless. 

Mr.  Cookaon,  for  Tueker  ;— 

The  Chancery  suit  is  needless. 

[The  LoBD  Jdstice  Mellisb  : — It  has  been  pending  nearly  a 
year,  and  ought  it  now  to  be  interrupted  by  a  debtor  summons  ?] 

That  depends  on  the  merits.  There  is  evidence  that  the  accounts 
were  finally  settled  and  a  balance  ascertabed,  for  whiqb  an  action 
at  law  would  lie. 

[The  LoBD  Jdstice  James  : — Very  strong  evidence  would  be 
required  to  make  such  an  action  maintainable.  Prima/aeie,  it 
would  be  a  case  for  a  bill  for  an  account. 

The  Lord  Justice  Mellibh  : — Very  strong  evidence  of  a  settle- 
ment of  accounts  from  which  a  promise  to  pay  a  definite  balance 
could  be  inferred,  would  be  necessary.] 

At  all  events,  there  ia  a  debt  on  the  balance  of  the  partnership 
accounts  which  constitutes  a  good  equitable  debt. 

[The  LoBD  Justice  James  : — Tour  summons  is  based  only  on 
the  bOls  of  exchange.] 

(1)  4  D.  M.  &  G.  875. 
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1872        ordered,  the  debtor  being  insolvent. 

Ex  parU 

^""'-      Sm  W.  M.  James,  LJ.  :— 

7n  re 

^^'«  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  order  cannot  be  sustained.     The  Begis- 

trar  ought  to  have  had  regard  not  merely  to  Wier's  solvency,  but 
to  the  prospect  of  TttcXrer'a  success  in  an  action.  The  summons  is 
founded  on  two  bills  of  exchange  given  to  secure  the  balance  of 
an  account  stated.  That  id  mentioned  as  the  consideration  for  the 
bills ;  but  the  summons  is  founded  solely  on  the  bills,  which  are 
stated  in  it  to  have  been  accepted  by  Wier.  On  Tucier^s  own 
shewing,  however,  the  acceptance  was  intended  to  be  on  behalf  of 
Wier  dk  Co.y  Limitedy  and  so  could  not  render  Wier  liable  to  be 
sued  on  the  bills.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  there  was  no 
prospect  of  Tticker^a  succeding  at  law,  and  that  the  Appellant  is 
right  in  what  he  asks. 

Sir  G.  Mellish,  L.J. : — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  determining  whether  security 
should  be  given,  the  Begistrar  ought  not  only  to  consider  the 
solvency  of  the  alleged  debtor,  but  also  what  is  the  probability 
that  the  claimant  will  be  able  to  establish  a  debt  If  the  proba- 
bility is  that  there  is  a  good  defence,  security  ought  not  to  be 
required.  Here  it  is,  at  least,  very  doubtful  whether  an  action 
could  be  maintained.  The  bills  were  accepted  in  the  name  of 
'*  Wier  &  Co"  TucTcer  himself  says  that  this  did  not  mean  Wier 
alone,  or  Wier  &  Tucker^  but  Wier  &  Co.,  Limiied.  An  accept- 
ance by  Wier  &  Co.,  Limiied,  is  not  expressed,  and  an  acceptance 
by  Wier  alone,  or  by  Wier  and  Tucker,  was  not  intended ;  and  it 
is  very  doubtful  whether  an  action  on  the  bills  can  be  maintained. 

Solicitors:  Mr.  W.  Foster;  Mr.  Augustus  BeddcUL 
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la  ra  BROADWOOD'S  SETTLED  ESTATES. 

Stlllal  EiUitei  Act,  19  it  20  VkI.  c.  120,  i.  STi— Married  Woman— Tiifaui^ 
Content. 

For  the  jmrpones  of  the  Stilled  Eilatti  Aft  a  married  woman  who  is 
nnAei  age  !■  in  the  same  position  as  if  she  were  of  full  age,  and  mnst  be 
i-xamined  nnder  aecL  37.  It  is  not  sufficient  for  her  to  concur  in  the  Petition 
as  an  infant  by  a  ipecia)  guardian. 

In  this  case  a  Petition  was  presented  under  the  Setilei  Ettatet 
Act,  to  effectuate  a  sale  to  Thomat  Broadwood  of  an  undivided 
moiety  of  an  estate,  he  having  offered  £13,748. 

Several  of  the  PetitioDers  were  infants,  and  petitioned  by  B.  G. 
Davet/,  their  special  guardian.  One  of  these  infants  was  a  married 
woman,  who  was  a  tenant  in  tai1,aDd  on  the  hearing  of  the  Petition 
the  question  was  raised  whether  it  was  not  necessary  for  her  to  be 
examined  as  a  married  woman.  The  Master  of  the  Bolls  was  of 
opinion  that  it  was  not,  Etnd  made  the  order  for  sale.  Subsequently, 
before  the  order  was  drawn  up,  the  attention  of  the  Court  wan 
called  by  the  counsel  for  the  purchaser  to  the  37th  section  of 
the  Act.  His  Lordship  adhered  to  the  opinion  he  had  already 
expressed,  that  it  was  not  necessary  that  an  infant  married  woman 
should  be  examined,  but  gave  leave  to  mention  the  point  to  the 
Lords  Justices. 

Mr.  Martineau,  for  the  purchaser,  mentioned  the  case  to  the 
Conrt,  and  referred  to  the  Sailed  Eelalet  Act,  19  &  20  Vict,  c,  120. 
83.  17,  36,  37,  38,  39.  He  sabmitted  that  the  Act  intended  to  pnt 
a  married  woman  who  was  onder  age  on  the  same  footing  as  any 
other  married  woman  for  the  purposes  of  the  Act. 

Mr.  Mordague  Gootcton,  for  the  Petitioners. 

Theib  Lobdships  were  of  opinion  that,  tinder  sect  37,  a  married 
woman  who  was  a  minor,  was,  for  the  purposes  of  the  Act,  in  the 
same  position  as  a  married  woman  of  fall  age,  and  that  her  con* 
sent  must  be  taken  by  examination  in  the  same  way  as  if  she  was 
of  full  age. 

Solicitors :  Mr.  T.  K.  Edicm-dt ;  Messrs.  Mener  £  Mercer. 
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Camjpany — Winding-up^Banhrupt  Contributory — Companies  Act,  1862,  m.75,77. 

A  contributory  in  a  mining  company  became  bankrupt,  and  obtained  his 
order  of  discharge.  Kearly  two  years  afterwards  a  call  was  made  under  the 
winding-up  :— 

Beld  (affirming  the  decision  of  the  Begistrar),  that  the  contributory  was 
released  by  the  order  of  discharge  from  all  liability  to  the  call. 

VV  ABBINQTON  was  a  shareholder  in  the  Wendron  Consols 
Mining  Company  in  Cornwall.  In  November,  1866^  an  order  was 
made  for  winding  up  this  company,  and  Waddinffton  was  put  on 
the  list  of  contributories.  In  December,  1868,  Waddtngton  was 
adjudicated  bankrupt,  and  entered  the  company  as  a  creditor  in 
the  statement  of  his  affairs.  In  February,  1869,  he  obtained  his 
order  of  discharge.  In  November,  1870,  a  call  of  £14  5s.  per 
share  was  made  on  the  contributories.  The  amount  of  this  call 
on  Waddington^s  shares  was  £156  lbs.  -  Waddington,  on  being 
applied  to,  refused  to  pay,  alleging  that  his  bankruptcy  discharged 
him.  The  Begistrar  of  the  Stannaries,  in  the  character  of  liqui- 
dator of  the  company,  thereupon  took  out  a  debtor  summons 
against  him,  and  this  summons  having  been  dismissed  by  Mr. 
Begistrar  Brougham,  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 

Mr.  Be  Gex,  Q.G.,  and  Mr.  Bagley,  for  the  Appellant,  contended 
that  the  liability  of  the  shareholder  was  utterly  incapable  of  valua- 
tion, and,  therefore,  could  not  be  proveable  in  bankruptcy,  nor 
barred  by  the  order  of  discharge. 

[They  referred  to  the  Companies  Ad,  1862,  ss.  75,  77,  Sadie's 
Case  (1),  and  McEwen's  Case  (2)]. 

Mr.  Boscburgh^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Boria,  contra,  were  not  called 
upon. 

Sir  W.  M.  James,  L.  J. : — 

There  is  some  force  in  the  argument  for  the  Appellant,  but  the 
words  of  the  Act  are  too  strong  for  him. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  4  Cb.  274.  (2)  Law  Rep.  G  Cb.  582. 
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Sir  G.  Meliibh,  L.  J. : — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    The  c 
ciple  of  MeEwen'a  Case. 

Solicitors:  Mr.  Siaepoole;   Messrs.  Le  Biche,  d  San. 
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for  Liquidation 


Sankruplci/ — Trader — Exeeiition/or  more  than  £50 — Pel, 
after  Seiiure  and  he/ore  Side — Bankruptinj  AH, 


1.87. 

The  goods  of  a  trader  having  been  ttiken  in  execution  for  a  debt  exceeding 
£S0,  he  on  the  following  day  presented  a  petition  for  liquidation  bj  arrangf- 
ment,  nnder  which  resolutions  for  liquidation  were  come  to  and  a  tnietrc 
appoiDtod.  The  execuUon  creditor  clnimed  the  benefit  of  his  execution,  on 
the  ground  that  the  gaiiure  alone  waa  not  an  act  of  bankruplcv,  and  that  no 
sale  had  taken  place  when  the  petition  waa  presented ; — 

Held  (afiGrming  the  decision  of  the  Chief  Judge),  that  the  trustee  van 
entitled  to  the  goods. 

J.  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Chief  Judge  in 
Bankruptcy. 

On  the  13th  of  October,  1871,  the  Sheriff  of  Chetter  took  pos- 
session of  certain  goods  of  Thomas  Johnson,  ander  a  fi.  fa.  issued 
against  him  for  £819,  on  a  judgment  obtained  against  him  by 
Rayner  and  Andrewe,  in  an  action  against  him  and  John  Johnson. 

On  the  14th  of  October  T.  Johnson,  who  was  a  trader,  presented 
a  petition    for  liquidation   by  arrangement.     On  the  same  day 
BeuHey  was  appointed  receiver,  and  on  the  following  day  took  pos- 
session of  T.  Johnson's  house,  and  of  the  goods  in  question.     On 
the  17th  of  October  the  sheriff  waa  served  with  an  order  that 
Bayner  and  Andrewe  should  on  the  23rd  shew  cause  why  they 
should  not  be  restrained  from  all  further  proceedings,  and  in  the 
meantime  restraining  them  and  the  sheriff  from  selling.    The 
sheriff  thereupon  withdrew   from    possession.     On  the     IQth  of 
October  T.  Johnson  and  his  partner,  /.  J(^nton,  presented  a,  petition 
for  liquidation  of  their  afiairs  by  arrangement,  and  on   t^lie  eamo 
day  Betdey  was  appointed  receiver  of  the  property  of  botV.    On 
the  20th  of  October  Bayner  and  Andre%oe  consented  to    tbe  cou- 
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tinuance  of  the  injunction  till  after  the  first  meeting  of  creditors. 
On  the  7th  of  November  meetings  were  held  both  of  the  joint 
and  several  creditors  of  Thomas  and  John  Johnson,  and  resolu- 
tions for  liquidation  by  arrangement  were  come  to.  On  the  16th 
of  November,  Bayner  and  Andrewe  not  having  received  notice 
of  any  extension  of  the  injunction,  the  sheriff  again  took  possession 
of  the  goods  under  the  same  writ  as  before.  On  the  21)th  of 
November  the  Judge  of  the  Liverpool  County  Court  made  an  order 
restraining  Bayner  and  Andrewe  from  all  further  proceedings,  and 
ordering  them  and  the  sheriff  to  give  up  possession  of  the  goods. 
An  appeal  from  this  order  having  been  dismissed  by  the  (Jhief 
Judge,  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 

Mr.  De  Gex,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Cohen,  for  the  Appellants  : — 

By  the  Act  of  1869,  s.  6,  seizure  and  sale  of  the  debtor's  goods 
constitute  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  But  apart  from  that,  they  give  the 
execution  creditor  a  good  title.  Here  the  act  of  bankruptcy  was  not 
complete  when  the  resolutions  were  come  to,  which  were  founded 
on  an  earlier  act  of  bankruptcy — the  petition  for  liquidation. 
Now  if  a  creditor  founds  his  proceedings  on  an- earlier  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy^  he  cannot  treat  a  later  act  as  void,  because  bankruptcy 
proceedings  might  have  been  founded  on  it :  Jones  v.  Barber  (1). 

[The  Lord  Justice  Mellish  referred  to  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  134, 
s.  73,  making  the  act  of  bankruptcy  date  from  the  seizure.] 

That  is  not  re-enacted,  which  shows  a  change  of  intention.  The 
act  of  bankruptcy  dates  from  the  sale :  Higgins  v.  McAdam  (2). 

[The  Lord  Justice  Melush  referred  to  King  v.  Leith  (3).] 
Sect,  11  of  the  Act  supports  our  view. 

Mr.  Little^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  PoUer,  conlra,  were  not  called 
upon. 


Sir  W.  M.  Ja3Ies,  L.J. :— • 

I  am  of  opinion  that  this  case  is  concluded,  as  the  Chief  Judge 
thought,  by  the  words  of  the  87th  section,  ••  Where  the  goods  of 

(1)  Uw  Rep.  G  Q.  B.  77.  (2)  3  Y.  &  J.  1. 

(3)  2  T.  r.  141. 


VOL.  Vn.]  CHAMCEEY  APPBAIS.  3^ 

an;  trader  have  been  taken  in  execntion  in  respect  of  a  judgment       L.  Jj, 
for  a  sam  exceeding  £50  and  sold,  the  sheriff,  or  in  the  case  of  a        I87S 
sale  under  the  direction  of  the  County  Court,  the  high  bailiff,  or     ^  ^^^ 
other  officer  of  the  County  Court,  shall  retain  the  proceeds  of  such     Bitseb, 
sale  in  his  bands  for  a  period  of  fourteen  days,  and,  upon  notice     jomuoN. 

being  served  on  him  within  that  period  of  a  bankruptcy  petition       

having  been  presented  against  such  trader,  shall  hold  the  proceeds 
of  such  sale  after  deducting  expenses  on  trust  to  pay  the  same  to 
the  trustee ;  but  if  no  notice  of  such  petition  having  been  pre- 
sented be  served  on  him  within  such  period  of  fourteen  days,  or  if 
flQch  notice  having  been  served,  the  trader  against  whom  the 
petition  has  been  presented  is  not  adjudged  a  bankrupt  on  such 
petition,  or  on  any  other  petition  of  which  the  sheriff,  high>bailiff, 
or  other  officer  has  notice,  he  may  deal  with  the  proceeds  of  such 
sale  in  the  same  manner  as  he  would  have  done  had  no  notice  of 
the  presentation  of  a  bankruptcy  petition  been  served  on  him," 

It  seems  to  me  to  have  been  the  plain  intention  of  the  Legisla- 
ture, that  the  seizure  of  a  trader's  goods,  and  the  sale  of  them,  was 
not  to  vest  in  the  execution  creditor  any  title  to  the  proceeds ;  for  if 
the  sheriff  gets  notice  of  a  petition  within  fourteen  days  after  a  sale, 
and  the  debtor  becomes  bankrupt,  he  is  to  pay  the  money  over  to 
the  trustee.     That  is  the  legislative  declaration  of  the  title  of  the 
trustee  to  the  proceeds  of  the  goods,  even  if  they  are  sold  before 
the  adjudication,  and  d  fortiori,  as  it  seems  to  me,  it  is  a  declara- 
tion of  the  title  of  the  trustee  to  the  goods  between  the  time  of  the 
seizure  and  the  sale.    I  think  it  is  quite  inconsistent  with  the 
whole  scope  of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  and  quite  contrary   to 
common  sense,  to  hold  that  a  seizure  and  sale,  being  an  act  of 
bankruptcy,  the  person  who  has  seized  and  sold  can  recover  the 
proceeds  when  the  other  creditors  present  the  petition  before  the 
sale,  though  he  could  not  hold  them  if  the  creditors  waited  until 
the  sale  had  been  completed  to  present  their  petition.  That  would 
be  a  most  unreasonable  view  to  take  of  the  meaning  of  tKe  Legis- 
lature.    The  Chief  Judge  has  thought  that  the  meaning  ot  the 
Legislature  was  to  make  such  a  transfer  to  the  execution  creditor 
void,  and  that  being  so  the  trustee  (his  title  being  completed  ty 
an  adjudication  before  sale  made),  being  then  the  real  owixer  ot  the 
proceeds  of  the  goods,  is  in  a  position   to  say,  Do  noii     seW  ibe 
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L.  JJ.      goods,  but  let  me  take  them  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  most  of 
1872        them  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate. 


Ex  parte 

^"■"-     Sir  G.  Mellish,  LJ.  :— 

In  re 


JoHHBON.        J  j^jjj  Qf  ^jjQ  same  opinion. 

Solicitors:  Mr.  Thomas;  Messrs.  NeaJ  dt  Philpoi. 
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TURNER  *.  COLONS. 

[1869    T.    31.] 

Dte. 
Setting  aside  Deed  of  Oift—Enowledge—Undtte  Infiuenet— Delay— Part  12 

of  Deed. 

In  order  to  msintaia  &  Toluotary  deed  of  gift  from  &  son  for  the  benefit  of 
■  father,  it  most  Iw  shewn  both  that  the  son  understood  th«  contents  of  the 
deed  and  that  he  was  not  under  undoe  parental  inflaenoe. 

A  Toliiutary  deed  of  gift  cannot,  after  uoreaaoiiable  dela^,  be  set  aside, 
though  the  gift  was  of  a  reTeision  and  remained  a  reTeraion, 

Fart  of  a  voluntary  settlement  maj  be  set  aside. 

Under  a  marriage  aettlement,  the  son  of  the  marriage  was  entitled  t«  the 
reversion  expectant  on  the  life  estate  of  the  father  in  two  sums  of  mone; 
one  of  which  had  come  from  the  (sther's  side,  the  other  from  the  mother's  side. 
The  son  had  also  a  large  income  under  the  will  of  his  giandfather,  and  woold 
have  a  much  larger  income  on  attaining  the  age  of  tweuty-fiTe  years.  The  ' 
son  had  lately  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  was  residing  with  hia 
lather.  The  son,  without  employing  a  separate  solicitor,  executed  a  deed 
giving  to  his  father's  second  wife  and  her  danghter  the  reversion  in  both  the 
sums  which  were  included  in  the  marriage  settlement,  and  giving  to  the 
father  power  to  appoint  the  sum  which  come  from  the  mother's  side  to  any 
tbitd  wife  and  her  children.  The  son  left  the  father's  house  five  years  after 
the  eiecntion  of  the  deed,  and  employed  a  separate  solicit<H  two  yean  after- 
wards, when  the  snbject  of  setting  aside  the  deeds  was  mentioned.  Seven 
yean  afterwards  the  son  filed  a  bill  to  set  aside  SO  much  of  the  deed  as 
nlotad  to  the  sum  which  had  oome  from  the  motbei's  aide : — 

Edd,  on  the  bets  of  the  oase,  that  thongh'the  son  nndentood  all  the  con- 
tenta  of  the  deed  except  the  power  to  appoint  to  a  third  wife  and  her 
children,  he  was  not  sufficiently  protected  from  parental  influence,  and  that 
if  the  Inll  had  been  filed  at  an  earlier  time  the  deed  most  have  been  set  aside 
to  the  extent  prayed,  bnt 

Edd,  that,  as  the  filing  of  the  bill  had  been  so  long  deferred,  the  deed 
must  be  rectified  only  l^  striking  oat  the  power. 

Decree  of  Malint,  T.C,  varied. 

iJT  a  settlement  dated  the  9th  of  Angnst,  1S32  (made  in  pni- 
Boance  of  articles  ezecnted  on  the  marriage  of  J.  T.  B.  Phiflipsm 
with  Georgxana  Jane  Twrtur),  a  Bom  of  £13,333  Consols  was  placed 
in  settlement  hy  the  mother  of  J.  T.  B.  PhWijum,  and  a  sam  of 
£6591  Bedaced  hj  J.  T.  B.  PhiBij)ton  himself,  in  tmet  for  J.  T.  B- 
PhSUpam  for  his  life  (under  certain  restxictiona),  and  afleT  hift 
death  for  the  wife  for  her  life,  and  after  the  death  of  the  sanriToi  for 
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L.  G.  the  children  or  remoter  issue  of  the  marriage,  as  the  husband  and 
1871  wife  or  the  survivor  should  appoint,  and  in  default  of  appoint- 
TuBNXB  ment  for  such  of  the  children  of  the  marriage  as,  being  sons,  should 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or,  being  daughters,  should 
marry  or  attain  that  age.  A  sum  of  £13,333  Consols  was  also 
placed  in  settlement  by  John  Turner^  the  £a.ther  of  the  wife,  upon 
trust  for  the  wife  during  her  life,  and  after  her  death  for  J.  T,  B. 
PhiHipson  for  life,  and  after  the  death  of  the  survivor  for  the  children 
or  remoter  issue  of  the  marriage,  as  the  husband  and  wife  or  the 
survivor  should  appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment  fix  the 
children  of  the  marriage^as  declared  as  to  the  other  trust  funds. 

There  was  issue  of  the  marriage  one  child  only,  John  Turner 
PhiUipzon^  who  afterwards  took  the  name  of  Turner.  Mrs.  PhtUip' 
aon,  the  wife,  died  in  the  year  1834. 

Mr.  Turner f  the  father  of  Mrs.  PhUHpson^  died  in  1851,  leaving  by 
. his  will  £1200  a  year  to  /.  T.  Turner  (the  son  of  /.  T. B.Phtaip- 
son)  until  he  attained  the  age  of  twenty-five  years,  and  a  further 
income  of  £1000  a  year  if  he  married.  On  attaining  the  age  of 
twenty-five  years  he  was  to  receive  a  legacy  of  £5000,  and 
another  legacy  of  £5000  if  the  trustees  of  the  will  should  think 
fit  to  give  it;  and  he  was  then  to  receive  for  life  the  whole 
income  of  the  estate  of  the  testator,  amounting  to  £6000  or  £7000 
a  year,  with  remainder  to  his  issue  in  strict  settlement  He  had 
power  to  give  to  his  widow  £500  a  year,  and  portions  of  £10,000 
or  £5000  to  his  younger  children,  according  to  their  number  and 
according  to  whether  they  were  sons  or  daughters. 

J.  T.  Turner  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  on  the 
2nd  of  May,  1854. 

The  father,  /.  T.  B.  Phmipson,  had,  in  1849,  married  a  second 
wife,  by  whom  he  had  one  child,  a  daughter,  Constance  PhSKpson, 
and  the  whole  family  lived  in  a  house  called  Bramshaw  HiU,  near 
Lyndhurst,  which  had  been  purchased  with  part  of  the  money 
brought  into  settlement  by  the  mother  of  J.  T.  B.  PhiUipson^ 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  8th  of  June,  1854,  and  made  between 
J.  T.  B.  PhiUipson,  of  the  one  part,  and  J.  T.  Turner,  of  the  other 
part,  /.  T.  B.  PhUlipson  released  all  the  funds  comprised  in  the 
settlement  of  1832  from  his  power  of  appointing  to  remoter  issue 
(the  effect  of  which  was  to  vest  the  whole  of  the  settled  fund  in 
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J.  T.  B.  Phmipson  for  life,  with  remainder  to  J.  T.  Turner) ;  and 
tT.  T.  Tamer  released  to  /.  T.  B.  Phiaipson  a  aam  of  £700  whicli 
had  been  advanced  to  him  by  the  trustees  of  the  settlement.  In 
November,  1854,  £4079  Consols  was  transferred  by  the  trustees  of 
the  settlement  to  J.  T.  B.  PhUlipaon  and  /.  T.  Turner.  This 
money  appeared  to  have  been  principally  applied  in  payment  of 
the  debts  of  J.  T.  Turner,  and  the  rest  in  payment  of  debts  of 
J.  T.  B.  FhiHipBon.  The  result  of  these  transactions  was  that 
there  remained  in  the  hands  of  the  tmstees  of  the  settlement, 
first,  the  Bramthaw  StU  estate  and  the  £6519  Reduced,  which 
together  represented  the  sum  of  money  brought  into  settlement  hy 
-J.  T.  B.  PhiBipion  and  his  mother  (except  the  parts  which  had 
been  received  by  /.  T.  B.  Ph0ipacfn  and  J.  T.  Turner) ;  and 
secondly,  the  sum  of  £13,333  Consols  bronght  in  hy  Hr.  Turner. 

Early  in  1853  one  of  the  trustees  of  tb6  settlement  represented 
to  J.  T.  Turner  tiiat  his  father  felt  aggrieved  by  the  settlement 
made  on  his  marriage,  inasmuch  as  bis  second  wife  and  child  would 
be  unprovided  for.  The  solicitor  of  the  father  was  then  consulted, 
and  /.  T.  Turner  expressed  his  intention  of  making  a  settlement 
-on  his  step-mother  and  half-siBter,  Soon  after  he  came  of  age 
the  solicitors  of  the  father  were  again  consulted ;  several  intei^ 
views  and  some  correspondence  took  place,  and  finally  the  deed  of 
the  15tb  of  Uarch,  1855,  in  question  in  this  suit  was  executed. 
The  son  had  no  separate  solicitor;  but  a  barrister,  who  was  a 
friend  of  all  parties,  acting  on  behalf  of  the  son,  approved  of  a 
draft  settlement  with  some  reservations.  The  barrister  was, 
however,  as  the  Lord  Chancellor  considered,  not  informed  of  all 
the  facts.  He  was  also  displeased  at  a  letter  which  had  been 
written  by  the  son  in  answer  to  suggestions  as  to  the  son's 
marriage  settlement,  and  had  nothing  farther  to  do  with  the 
"business.  The  other  circumstances  under  which  the  deed  in 
question  was  executed  appear  sufficiently  for  the  purposes  ot  this 
report  in  the  judgment  of  the  Lord  Chancellor. 

The  deed  of  the  15th  of  March,  1855,  was  made  between 
J.   T.   B.  PkiUipton,  of  the  first  part,  J.    T.  Turner,     of  the 
second  part,  and  C.  O.  B.  CoUins,  W.  A.  LdlAridge,  ancl  W.  E. 
EiSiard,  of  the  third  part.    By  it,  after  reciting,  amongst   other 
things,  that  /.  T.  Turner  was  desirous  and  had  a^ed  to   releaae 
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L.  o.       and  give  up  to  /.  T.  B.  PhiUipaon  all  the  reversionary  interest  of 

1871        J.  T.  Twmer  in  the  Bramshaw  EiU  estate,  in  £6000  Beduced,  part 

xi^^^      of  the  £6519  Beduced,  and  in  the  £13,333  Consols,  npon  condi- 

CoLLiHB.     *^^^  *^^  ^'  ^'  ^'  PhiUipson  should  settle  the  same  as  therein 

mentioned,  it  was  witnessed  that  in  order  to  effectuate  his  desire, 

and  in  consequence  of  the  settlement  thereinafter  made  by 
/.  T.  B.  PhUlipson,  and  for  divers  other  good  causes,  him,  the 
said  J.  T,  Turner  thereunto  moving,  he,  the  said  /.  T.  Turnery 
assigned  to  J.  21  B.  PhUlipson  the  reversionary  interest  of  /.  T. 
Turner  in  the  premises.  And  it  was  witnessed  that  J.  T.  B.  Phtlr 
lipaon  did  declare  that  the  trustees,  Collins,  Ldhhridge^  and  Eil- 
Hard,  should  hold  the  premises  upon  trusts  for  investment  as 
therein  mentioned,  and  should  pay  the  annual  income  to  J.  T.  B. 
PhUlipsan  during  his  life,  and  after  his  death  to  his  wife,  Caroline 
PhUlipson  ;  and  after  the  death  of  both  to  their  daughter,  Cbn- 
ztanee  PhUlipson,  for  her  life ;  and  after  her  death  should  hold 
the  principal  in  trust  for  J*.  T.  Turner,  his  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns.  The  deed  contained  a  further  provision  that 
if  Caroline  PhUlipson  should  die,  and  J.  T.  B,  PhUlipson  should 
marry  again,  then  it  should  be  lawful  for  him  to  revoke  the 
trusts  of  the  £13,833  Consols,  and  to  appoint  as  he  should  think 
fit  for  the  benefit  of  his  then  intended  wife,  or  the  children  of  his 
then  intended  marriage.  And  the  deed  contained  a  power  to 
/.  T  B.  PhUlipson  and  J.  T.  Turner,  by  any  joint  deed,  to  revoke 
the  trusts,  and  declare  new  trusts  of  the  premises. 

By  other  deeds  executed  on  the  same  day,  the  Bramshaw  HiU 
estate  was  conveyed  to  the  new  trustees,  with  certain  provisions  as 
to  the  repairs ;  and  it  was  provided  that  £519,  part  of  the  £6519, 
should  be  retained  to  pay  succession  duty  and  expenses.  The 
deed  of  1854  was  not  referred  to  in  any  of  these  deeds. 

J.  T.  Turner  was  engaged  to  be  married  at  the  time  when  the 
deeds  were  prepared;  and  shortly  after  the  execution  of  the 
deeds  he  was  married,  but  he  continued  to  live  at  Bramaihaw  with 
his  fisither  until  1860,  when,  in  consequence  of  family  differences, 
the  joint  residence  came  to  an  end.  He  had  at  times  stated  his 
intention  to  put  an  end  to  the  deeds  of  1855. 

In  1862  /.  T,  Turner  employed  Messrs.  Leman  as  his  solicitors. 
Some  discussion  seems  to  have  taken  place  as  to  the  deeds  of 
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1855,  and  Messrs.  Leman,  as  his  solicitors,  applied  in  April,  1862, 
to  Messrs.  HiUiard,  Dale,  &  Siretton  on  the  subject.  Messrs. 
EiBiard,  Bale,  i&  Stretlon,  who  appeared  to  he  actiDg  for  /.  T.  B. 
FhiUipson,  thereupon  wrote  to  Messrs.  Leman  &  Co.  on  the  30th  of 
April,  1862 : — "  Be  Turner. — Dear  Sirs, — We  haye  considered 
your  application  for  the  production  of  any  evidence  we  may  have 
relative  to  the  settlement  of  1855,  and  we  heg  to  inform  you  that 
we  think  it  inconsistent  with  our  duty  towards  those  for  whom  we 
act  to  give  any  farther  information  upon  the  subject,  Mr.  Ttsmar* 
avowed  object  in  seeking  for  information  being  the  institution  of 
proceedings  to  disturb  or  set  aside  the  deed." 

In  November,  1868,  Messrs.  Lemart  A  Co.  wrote  to  Messrs.  DoZs 
db  Siretton,  complaining  of  the  state  of  repair  of  Bramshaw  Houte. 
They  wrote  again  in  January,  1869,  to  the  same  effect,  and 
threatened  proceedings.  On  the  10th  of  March,  1869,  /.  T. 
Turner  filed  the  original  bill  in  this  suit  against  the  trustees  of 
the  deed  of  1855,  and  /.  T.  B.  PHillipson,  his  wife,  and  daughter. 

The  bill,  as  afterwards  amended,  stated  as  above-mentioned, 
and  stated  that  the  Plaintiff,  when  he  executed  the  deeds  of 
1855,  was  subject  to  the  influ^ice  of  his  father  and  step-mother, 
and  was  whoUy  inexperienced  in  matters  of  business ;  that  he  had 
no  separate  legal  adviser,  and  that  the  terms  of  the  deed  were  saoh 
as  no  legal  adviser  would  have  allowed  him  to  execute ;  that  he, 
in  1862,  for  the  first  time  discovered  that  the  settlement  of  1855 
was  contrary  to  his  intention ;  but  be  had  abstained  from  taking 
any  proceedings  to  have  the  deed  rectified,  because  daring  the  life 
of  J,  T.  B.  PhiUipson  it  was  possible  that  the  course  of  events  might 
have  made  such  proceedings  unnecessary,  but  that  as  it  was  neces- 
sary to  obtain  the  directions  of  the  Court  as  to  the  repair  of  BYtan- 
shoK  Sowe,  he  was  advised  to  assert  his  right.  And  the  bill 
prayed  that  (the  Plaintiff  being  willing  to  be  bound  by  the  deed 
of  1855  to  the  extent  of  his  intentions)  the  deed  might  be  recti- 
fied by  limiting  the  trusts  thereof  to  the  Bramshaw  SiR  estate, 
and  the  £6000  Reduced,  and  by  eipuirging  the  powers  of  xevoca- 
tion  and  new  appointment  given  to  J.  T.  B.  PhiRipion  in  the  event 
of  his  sacond  marriage ;  and  that  the  trustees  might  be  oxdeied 
to  repair  Bramahaw  Home  and  to  account  for  certain  parts  of  the 
funds  alleged  to  have  been  improperly  inveeted. 
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The  DefendantSy  J,  T.  B.  PhSlipson  and  his  wife  and  daughter, 
by  their  answer  [stated  that  J.  T.  Turner  intended  to  make  the 
settlement  of  1855^  and  perfectly  understood  what  it  was.  They^ 
also  alleged  that  the  Plaintiff  had,  by  laches  and  by  allowing 
them  to  rely  upon  the  settlement,  lost  his  right  to  have  the  same 
rectified.  After  the  bill  was  filed  J.  T.  B.  PhiHipson  offered  to- 
give  up  his  power  of  appointment  in  the  event  of  his  marrying 
a  third  wife. 

Evidence  was  produced  on  both  sides,  the  effect  of  which  is* 
stated  by  his  Lordship  in  his  judgment. 

The  yice-Chancellor  Mdlim  was  of  opinion  that  the  deed  was  the 
deliberate  act  of  the  Plaintiff,  who  was  not  under  undue  influence, 
and  also  that  the  delay  was  fatal.  His  Honour  dismissed  the  bill 
against  all  the  Defendants  with  costs  as  between  solicitor  andi 
client,  so  far  as  the  bill  sought  to  have  the  deed  of  1855  rectified  ; 
but  gave  directions  as  to  the  repairs  of  Bramzhaw  Eouse^  and  di- 
rected an  inquiry  as  to  the  funds  alleged  to  have  been  improperly 
invested.  (1). 


(1)  1871.  July  8.  81B  R.  Malins, 
y.C,  after  statiDg  the  fiftcts  of  the 
case,  said  that  this  bill  had  been  filed 
in  1869  to  undo  what  the  Plaintiff, 
after  full  consideration,  had  done  in 
1856.  Such  deeds  ought  not  to  be 
avoided  on  slight  grounds :  Jenner  r, 
Jenner  (2  Giff.  232).  The  principles 
on  which  the  Court  interfered  to  set 
aside  family  arrangements  of  this  kind 
were  well  settled  and  were  well  ex* 
plained  by  Lord  Cnmworth  in  deliver- 
ing judgment  on  Savery  v.  King  (5  H. 
L.  0.  627,  655).  .The  rule  was  also  well 
laid  down  in  Boghton  v.  Hoghton 
(15  Beav.  278).  The  first  question  to 
be  decided  was  whether  this  deed  was 
the  deliberate  act  of  the  Plaintiff  or 
was  brought  about  by  the  improper  in- 
fluence of  which  the  Plaintiff  com- 
plained. A  deed  which  was  a  pure 
voluntary  well-understood  act  must 
stand,  as  was  stated  in  Euguenin  v. 
BoBdey  (14  Yes.  296)  and  WiHgU  v. 
Vanderplanh  (8  D.  M.  *  G.  13).    And 


a  complete  consideration  of  all  the  cir- 
cumstanceB  and  of  the  evidence  led 
his  Honour  irresistibly  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  the  execution  of  the  deed 
was  the  voluntary,  deliberate,  and  well- 
understood  act  of  the  Plaintiff,  and 
shewed  that  he  had  ample,  competent,, 
and  independent  professional  advice 
from  the  commencement  down  to  the 
dose  of  the  transacticm.  His  Honour 
then  stated  and  commented  on  the 
facts,  coming  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  deed,  having  been  executed  after 
upwards  of  nine  months'  deliberation, 
and  with  the  most  perfect  protection 
thrown  around  the  Plaintiff,  the  case 
attempted  to  be  made  of  want  of  know- 
ledge and  of  want  of  independent 
advice  entirely  failed.  His  Honour 
was  of  opini<m  that  the  case  of  undue 
parental  influence  also  failed,  and  that 
there  was  evidence  that  the  young  man 
was  of  great  determination  of  character 
and  not  under  the  control  of  his  father. 
His  Honour  then  stated  the  evidence  as- 
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The  Plaintiff  appealed. 

Mr.  CoUj  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Haynes,  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

The  Plaintiff,  who  was  only  recently  of  age,  executed  the  deed 

nnder  nndue  parental  influence.     The  principles  of  the  Court  on  this 

subject  are  laid  down  in  Ex  parte  James  (1) ;  Hatch  v.  Hatch  (2) ; 

Hoghton  v.  Hoghton  (3) ;   Wright  v.  Vanderplank  (4) ;  Savery  v. 

King  (5) ;  Baiker  v.  Bradley  (6). 
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shewing  this  to  be  the  case.  His 
Honour  thought  that,  considering  the 
position  of  the  Plaintiff,  the  settlement 
was  not  unreasonable  in  amount,  and 
entered  into  calculations  to  shew  that 
this  was  the  case.  The  son  could  not 
have  left  his  step-mother  and  half- 
sister  entirely  destitute. 

The  deed  of  1854  must  also  be  taken 
as  part  of  the  same  transaction,  and  as 
by  it  the  &ther  gave  up  his  power  of 
appointment  in  favour  of  the  children 
of  the  son,  the  deeds  of  1855  were  not 
entirely  Yoluntary.  Savery  v.  King 
(5  H.  L.  C.  627)  was  clearly  distin- 
guishable, as  there  the  son  was  never 
emancipated.  In  Archer  y.  Hudson 
(7  Bear.  551)  a  niece  gave  her  fortune, 
which  was  unreasonable.  In  Moghton 
y.  EoghUm  (15  Beav.  278)  there  was  a 
total  absence  of  protection.  Cooke  y. 
LamoUe  (15  Beay.  234)  was  a  case  of 
impositioD.  In  Baker  y.  Bradley 
(7  D.  M.  &  G.  597)  the  settlor  was  mis- 
taken. In  Hartopp  v.  Eartopp  (21 
Beav.  259)  and  DimadcUe  y.  Dimedale 
(3  Drew.  556)  the  deeds  were  not  set 
aside.  In  Jenwer  y.  Jenner  (2  D.  F.  & 
J.  359)  and  Wright  v.  Vanderplank 
(2  E.  &  J.  1 ;  8  D.  M.  &  G.  133)  the 
delay  of  the  Plaintiff  was  considered 
fataL 

Upon  the  whole  case,  therefinv,  His 
Honour  was  satisfied  that  the  deeds  of 
1855  simply  carried  into  effect  the 
deliberate,  well-considered  intentions  of 
the  Plaintiff;  that  he  had  ample  inde- 
pendent advice  which  put  him  in  pos- 


session of  a  distinct  knowledge  of  what 
he  was  about  to  do;  and  that  the  ar- 
rangement, having  regard  to  the  situa- 
tion of  the  family  and  the  relative 
circumstances  of  the  father  and  son  at 
the  time,  was  reasonable  and  proper, 
with  the  exoeptioQ,  perhaps,  of  the 
possible  provision  for  the  third  wife  and 
family  of  the  father — a.  provision  which, 
howeyer,  did  not  cany  the  bounty  of 
the  Plaintiff  to  his  father  and  his 
family  beyond  just  limits. 

His  Honour  would,  therefore,  have  • 
been  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff's  case 
had  failed  even  if  the  transaction  had 
been  recent;  but  in  addition  to  the 
other  objections,  the  lapse  of  fourteen 
years  and  the  delay  of  seven  years 
after  the  Plaintiff  had  certainly  full 
knowledge  of  his  rights  were  fatal.  It 
was  much  to  be  regretted  that  the 
Plaintiff  was  ever  allowed  to  file  the 
bill,  raising  one  of  the  most  unjustifi- 
able contcBts  that  ever  was  railed  in  a 
Court  of  justice ;  and  His  Honour  was 
satisfied  that  the  bill  must,  so  far  as  il 
sought  to  impeach  the  transactions  of 
1855,  be  dismissed  with  costs.  His 
Honour  subsequently  gave  the  costs  as 
between  solicitor  and  client. 

(1)  8  Ves.  337. 

(2)  9  Yes.  292. 

(3)  15  Beav.  278. 

(4)  2  K.  &  J.  1 ;  1  Jur.  C^.  S.)  932 ; 
8  D.  M.  &  G.  133. 

(5)  5  H.  L.  C.  627. 

(6)  7  D.  M.&  G.597;  1  aur.C^.S.) 
489. 
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L.iG.  Moreover,  the  settlement  is/on  the  face  of  it,  unreasonable ;  for  in 

1871       the  event  of  the  Plaintiff's  death,  his  wife  will  have  actually  a 

TuBHBB      smaller  income  than  his  step-mother,  and  his  younger  children 

*  ^  ^*         will  have  less  than  his  half-sister.    There  can  be  no  justification 

for  taking  his  mother's  property,  and  giving  it  to  his  father's 

second  wife  and  her  daughter.  The  Defendant  has  offered  to 
release  his  power  of  appointment,  but  that  will  not  make  this  settle- 
ment good:  Broun  v.  Kennedy  (1). 

We  further  contend  that  the  Plaintiff  did  not  understand  the 
transaction  and  had  no  independent  advice.  Even  if  he  had,  that 
would  not  do  away  with  the  effect  of  undue  influence. 

The  yice-Chancellor  relied  on  the  lapse  of  time,  but  that 
is  no  defence  when  there  has  been  no  change  of  circumstances  in 
the  interval.  Hateh  v.  Hatch  (2) ;  Savery  v.  King  (3)  ;  CoutU  v. 
Aeworth  (4) ;  WoUaaton  v.  Tribe  (5).  The  property  was  all  rever- 
sionary and  so  remains ;  nothing  has  been  done  under  the  deed, 
and  there  was  no  reason  to  proceed  to  set  it  aside  until  it  came 
into  operation. 

• 

Sir  BoundeU  Palmer,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Fry,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Chitty,  for 
Mr.  FhiUifson  and  his  wife  and  step-daughter : — 

It  is  clear  that  the  Plaintiff,  though  he  may  now  have  altered 
his  mind|  knew  perfectly  well  what  the  settlement  was,  and  when 
he  now  speaks  as  to  his  want  of  knowledge,  he  is  stating  what  has 
been  suggested  by  his  advisers.  He  had  a  laige  income,  and  it 
was  perfectly  reasonable  that  he  should  be  willing  to  provide  for 
his  step-mother  and  his  half-sister,  who  would  otherwise,  after 
living  comfortably,  be  left  in  a  miserable  position  on  the  death  of 
the  father.  If  he  had  been  a  ward  about  to  be  married,  the  Court 
would  have  approved  of  such  a  settlement.  He  admits  that  as  to  part 
the  settlement  is  good ;  but  if  it  was  obtained  by  undue  influence, 
it  is  bad  altogether.  Moreover,  the  deed  of  1854,  by  which  the 
father  released  his  power  to  appoint  to  the  children  of  the  son, 
who  was  going  to  be  married,  forms  a  valuable  consideration  for  this 

(1)  33  Bcav.  133.  (3)  6  H.  L.  C.  627. 

(2;  9  Ves.  292.  (4)  Law  Rep.  8  Eq.  558. 

:  (5)  Law  Eep.  9  Eq.  44. 
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deed.  But  the  lapse  of  time  is  fatal :  Wright  v.  Vanderplanh  (1). 
Tlie  father,  relying  on  this  deed — Jarrait  v.  Aldam  (2) — has  gone 
on  spending  his  income,  and  not  saving,  or  insuring  his  life.  Now  it 
is  too  late  to  save,  and  at  his  age  insurance  would  be  ruinous. 
Moreover,  the  Plaintiff  has  lately  acted  on  these  deeds  by  calling 
on  the  trustees  to  repair  Bramshato  House, 

Mr.  Glasse,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Dale,  for  the  trustees  of  the  deed,  sup- 
ported it : — 

If  this  deed  is  to  be  set  aside  because  this  young  man  had  not 
a  separate  solicitor,  then,  in  every  case  of  a  family  settlement,  every 
party  who  is  to  be  bound  must  employ  a  separate  solicitor.  It 
would  be  difficult  to  imagine  anything  more  vexatious  or  need- 
lessly expensive.  No  one  likes  the  introduction  of  a  stranger 
in  such  matters. 

Mr.  Cde,  in  reply  :— 

No  one  ever  gave  the  son  proper  advice  until  1862,  and  his 
solicitors  immediately  applied  for  copies  of  the  deeds,  which  were 
refused.  But  there  was  no  occasion  for  him  to  interfere  until  the 
death  of  his  father.  He  always  gave  notice  of  his  intention  to 
dispute  the  settlement  at  the  proper  time,  and  why  should  he  do 
more  ?  Circumstances  might  happen  which  would  render  the  deed 
of  no  consequence  at  the  death  of  the  father. 


L.O. 
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Collins. 


Dec.  22.    LoBD  Hathebley,  L.C. : — 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  McUins, 
in  a  suit  by  a  son  to  set  aside  certain  portions  of  a  deed  which  he 
describes  as  having  been  obtained  from  him,  soon  after  he  came  of 
&g^9  by  undue  influence  on  the  part  of  his  father. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  seems  to  have  felt  no  difficulty,  either  with 
regard  to  the  character  of  the  transaction,  or  with  regard  to  the 
question  of  the  delay  on  the  part  of  the  son  in  seeking  his  remedy. 
With  regard  to  the  character  of  the  transaction  in  its  inception, 
the  Vice-Chancellor  has  dealt  with  the  case  in  a  manner    ^hich 

(1)  2  K.  &  J.  1 ;  1  Jur.  (N.S.)  932 ;  8  D.  M  &  G.  133. 
(2)  Law  Rep.  9  Eq.  463. 
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L.  0.       has  occasioned  me  considerable  anxiety  and  labour  in  a  thorough 
1871        examination  of  the  facts,  in  order  to  see  how  far  it  was  possible 
fT^^^^BL     to  P^^  ^^7  to  the  views  that  the  Yioe-Chancellor  appears  to  haye 
OoujMfc     taken  of  the  original  character  of  the  transaction. 

I  think  that  nothing  can  be  more  important  to  maintain  than 

the  jurisdiction,  long  asserted  and  upheld  bj  the  Court,  in  watch- 
ing oyer  and  protecting  those  who  are  placed  in  a  situation  to 
require  protection  as  against  acts  of  those  who  have  influence  over 
them,  by  which  acts  the  person  having  such  influence  obtains  any 
benefit  to  himself.  In  such  cases  the  Court  has  always  zegarded 
the  transaction  with  jealousy,  and,  as  was  laid  down  by  the  Master 
of  the  Bolls  in  Hoghton  y.  Eoghton  (1),  two  things  are  required 
to  be  proved  by  a  parent  setting  up  a  deed  in  such  a  case :  First,, 
that  the  deed  was  the  real  and  actual  deed  of  the  child,  and  was 
intended  by  the  child  to  have  the  operation  which  it  has ;  and 
secondly,  that  that  intention  was  fairly  produced. 

As  regards  this  transaction,  I  cannot  explain  the  view  I  take  of 
it  without  a  brief  sketch  of  the  exact  position  of  the  parties. 

[His  Lordship  then  stated  the  facts  as  to  the  execution  of  the 
settlement,  and  said  that  he  could  not  consider  it  a  reasonable  pro- 
vision for  the  son  to  make  under  the  circumstances,  especially  as 
the  son  was  at  the  time  considerably  in  debt  His  Lordship  then 
observed,  upon  other  facts  in  the  case,  that  the  son  had  no  sepa- 
rate solicitor,  that  during  the  whole  of  the  negotiations  the  father 
was  pressing  the  matter  on,  and  that  there  was  no  trace  of  the  son 
having  originated  one  single  proposition,  though  he  understood 
what  was  going  on.] 

The  Yice*Chancellor  seems  to  have  been  influenced  by  some 
considerations  which,  as  I  must  say,  with  great  deference  to  his 
judgment,  appear  to  me  to  have  no  bearing  whatever  on  the  case» 
The  yice-Chancellor  seems  to  have  been  struck  with  the  expres- 
sions about  re-settlement  and  family  arrangements,  and  with  the 
cases  on  that  subject :  he  laid  great  stress  on  them,  and  spoke  of 
this  as  being  a  very  proper  arrangement.  I  do  not  think  those 
cases  have  anything  whatever  to  do  with  the  matter.  This  case 
does  not  in  the  slightest  degree  partake  of  the  character  of  a  re- 
settlement of  family  estates  or  family  property.    The  son  is  giving 

(1)  15  Beav.  278,  302. 
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back  to  the  father  what  had  come  from  the  father,  but  he  also  gives 
his  mother's  property ;  and  as  the  deed  now  stands,  if  there  should 
be  a  third  marriage,  the  son  may  take  no  interest  whatever  in  that 
property.  It  is  not  a  re-settlement,  but  an  absolute  sweeping  of  it 
away  from  the  son,  and  handing  it  over  to  the  step-mother  and  half- 
sister.  The  cases  of  re-settlement  when  a  son  comes  of  age  are  not 
at  all  analogous,  as  the  father  in  these  cases  usually  allows  the  son 
an  immediate  income.  But  this  is  not  a  case  of  re-settlement,  and 
the  question  is,  under  what  circumstances  it  was  made.  The  ob- 
servations of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  in  Boghbm  v.  Soghion  (1)  on 
this  subject  are  very  just.  Parental  influence  may  be  rightly  exer- 
cised for  the  benefit  of  the  child,  and  is  continually  so  exercised ; 
and  in  all  cases  of  family  arrangements,  and  of  re-settlements  for 
the  benefit  of  the  child  as  an  integral  member  of  the  family,  the 
Court  considers  that  the  father's  influence  should  be  exercised,  and 
makes  no  further  requirement  But  if  the  father  himself  takes  a 
benefit^  then  arises  the  jealousy  of  the  Court,  and  we  have  to  con- 
sider how  the  child's  intention  was  produced.  And  even  if  we  find 
the  intention  which  the  instrument  describes,  stiQ  the  question 
arises,  how  has  that  intention  been  produced  ?  Influence  is  a  thing 
which  is  assumed  as  between  father  and  child — ^not  that  the  in- 
fluence is  assumed  to  be  unduly  exercised,  but  the  influence  is 
assumed,  and  it  is  then  thrown  upon  the  father,  if  he  takes  any 
benefit,  to  prove  what  is  called  the  righteousness  of  the  transaction, 
and  the  Court  has  to  see  that  every  proper  protection  was  thrown 
around  the  child,  and  that  the  child  has  deliberately  and  advisedly, 
and  under  protection,  done  that  by  which  his  father  has  obtained 
a  benefit. 

[His  Lordship  then  commented  on  the  evidence,  as  shewing  that 
the  son  had  not,  under  the  circumstances,  sufficient  protection.] 

In  this  state  of  things  I  should  have  felt  very  great  difficulty  in 
saying  that  this  deed  could  be  maintained  as  against  the  son  if, 
soon  after  his  marriage,  he  had  come  to  complain  of  it,  and  to  say 
that  it  ought  to  be  set  aside. 

The  Vice-Chancellor,  however,  was  evidently  influexiced  by 
another  consideration,  which  I  think  had  an  undue  weiglxt  upon 
his  mind.    Some  evidence  is  given  to  shew  that  the  young  gentle- 

(1)  15  Beav.  278,  a02. 
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L.  C.       man  was  not  likely  from  his  self-will  to  be  subject  to  undae 

1871        influence. 
ToBNXB  [^^   Lordship   then  mentioned  instances  shewing  that  the 

••  ^       Plaintiff  had  acted  obstinately,  though  foolishly.] 

I  should  say  that  a  young  man  like  that  was  a  person  most 

requiring  protection.  No  doubt  there  are  plenty  of  people  in  this 
world  whom  it  is  difficult  to  drive,  but  whom  anybody  can  lead. 
It  is  well  knovm  that  people  who  are  generally  most  difficult  to 
drive,  are  usually  about  the  most  easily  to  be  led  by  others  who 
understand  them.  When  we  talk  of  parental  influence  we  do  not 
think  of  terror  in  connection  with  it — that  is  not  the  primary 
idea — it  is  not  terror  and  coercion,  but  kindness  and  affection, 
which  may  bias  the  child's  mind,  and  induce  the  child  to  do  that 
which  may  be  highly  imprudent,  and  which,  if  the  child  were  pro- 
perly protected,  he  would  never  do.  It  does  appear  to  me  that  if 
ever  there  was  a  person  requiring  extreme  protection,  it  would  be 
a  person  who  could  do  such  absolutely  absurd  acts  as  this  young 
man  would  do  if  led  into  them  by  obstinacy,  or  by  any  other 
passion ;  therefore  I  wholly  pass  by  that  argument. 

[His  Lordship  then  said  that  from  the  evidence  he  was  satisfied 
that  the  Plaintiff  knew  at  the  time  that  all  the  property  was  com- 
prised in  the  deed,  and  knew  what  the  nature  of  the  deed  was,  but 
his  Lordship  was  not  satisfied  that  the  Plaintiff  had  had  explained 
to  him  the  provision  which  was  ultimately  inserted,  giving  the 
father  power  to  appoint  in  the  event  of  his  marrying  a  third  wife. 
His  Lordship  could  not  agree  with  the  Vice-Chancellor,  either 
that  this  was  a  proper  deed  or  that  the  young  man  was  under  no 
influence ;  and  his  Lordship  held  that  if  the  bill  had  been  filed  in 
due  time,  the  Plaintiff  must  have  had  the  relief  he  asked  for.] 

I  now  come  to  that  part  of  the  case  which  has  given  me  the 
greatest  trouble  and  anxiety.  The  deed  was  executed  in  1855, 
just  before  the  marriage  of  the  son,  and  he  and  his  wife  continued 
to  reside  with  his  father  until  1860.  During  this  time  there  were 
occasional  disputes,  and  he  had  said  when  angry  that  he  would  put 
an  end  to  the  deed.  He  had  at  this  time  ample  means,  and  could 
have  procured  advice.  Then,  in  1860,  he  left  his  father's  house, 
and  in  1862  he  actually  had  independent  solicitors,  and  from  Mr. 
HfUiarcCs  letter  of  the  3Gth  of  April,  1862,  it  is  clear  that  there 
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BiB<t  haTv  been  ■  sUtemoit  that  the  sod  thoo^t  of  di^wting  the 
deed.  Bat  bom  1S<>2  to  lSt>9  be  took  no  step  «hftteT«f  to  sssert 
hia  i^ts. 

Xov,  kt  OS  consider  wlut  is  the  i^ht  oonrse  to  be  taken  in  « 
Htatto-  of  this  kind  ss  between  fikther  and  child  ?  Wright  x. 
YamJerfLui  (1)  goes  a  luig  way  to  shew  that,  if  the  intention  to 
set  Kide  sach  a  deed  exists  it  should  at  once  be  pat  into  exe- 
cutioii.  As  the  Coort  in  that  case  rerj  justly  lays  donra,  if  it  is 
shewn  that  the  infloence  has  once  ceased,  the  Court  expects  to  fiut 
st^»  immediately  taken  io  order  that  the  persons  affected  may 
know  what  line  of  condact  they  are  to  adopt  with  repaid  to  the 
tnmaactitm  which  is,  or  may  be,  subject  to  be  impugned.  This 
was  a  deed  which  ooold  be  confirmed,  assuming,  as  I  now  do,  that 
the  son  knew  all  the  facts^  and  that  he  had  the  intention  to  make 
the  deed,  however  that  intention  might  hare  been  produced.  But 
the  father  was  left  Tery  much  in  the  position  of  the  &ther  in 
Wrigld  t.  Vaiiderflank,  though,  no  doubt,  in  that  case  there 
was  the  additional  circumstance  that  the  child  never  impeached 
the  deed — it  was  only  the  hnsband.  I  quite  admit  that  that  makes 
a  very  broad  distinction,  and  I  am  not  citing  Wright  t.  Van- 
darfUaik  as  carrying  me  to  the  full  extent  of  what  I  am  now 
stating,  bnt  that  case  illostrates  the  reason  of  the  rule.  The  son 
is  allowing  the  father  and  step-mother  and  half-siBter  to  go  on  in 
a  conrse  of  living  which  assumes  that  they  have  at  their  disposal 
an  income  of  £1000  or  £1100  a  year.  But  if  the  son  intends  to 
say  that  the  father  and  the  step-mother  are  to  wait  and  to  be 
kept  in  uncertainty  as  to  the  income  of  the  step-mothor  and  her 
daughter,  when  the  son  haa  it  in  his  power  to  determine  what  it 
shall  be,  and  has  at  his  disposal  every  means  of  advice  which  he 
can  possibly  require,  it  is  not  reasonable  for  the  Court  to  allow  the 
child  to  hang,  as  it  were,  a  sword  over  the  parent's  head,  and  to 
keep  him  in  suspense  for  an  indefinite  length  of  time.  I  appre- 
hend that  the  Court  does  require  n  person  to  be  prompt  in  assert- 
ing bis  rights  in  a  case  of  this  description,  and  that  the  tftther 
should  not  be  allowed  to  go  on  until  he  ia  upwards  of  seventy 
years  of  age,  thinking  that  there  is  a* certain  proviuon  for  liu  wUe, 
and  then  to  find  out  that  he  has  been  mistaken,  and  tbali  ihete  i^ 
(1)  8  D.  M.  4  G.  133. 
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1871  a  very  much  smaller  provision  for  his  wife  and  his  daughter. 
TuBNSB  ^hat  is  not  a  right  or  reasonable  coarse^  and  it  is  one  which  this 
C0UJN8      Court  has  never  sanctioned. 

No  doubt  the  son  did,  even  whilst  living  with  the  father,  express 

his  dissatisfaction  with  the  deed ;  but  there  was  nothing  to  lead 
the  father  to  suppose  that  the  son  intended  seriously  to  dispute 
it  Then,  in  1860,  the  son  left  the  father's  house,  and  obtained 
independent  advice.  Moreover,  it  is  clear  that  in  1862  the  ques- 
tion of  setting  aside  the  deed  was  discussed  by  his  solicitors,  but 
no  further  steps  were  taken,  and  the  bill  in  this  suit  was  not  filed 
until  1869.  On  this  part  of  the  case  I  agree  with  the  Vice-Chan- 
cellor  to  a  certain  extent. 

The  case  of  B.aich  v.  Haich  (1)  was  totally  different,  as  a  gross 
fraud  had  there  been  committed,  and  the  person  committing  it 
could  not  expect  to  be  spared  at  any  time. 

There  is  one  point  remaining,  which  is  as  to  the  power  giveu  to 
the  father  in  the  event  of  a  third  marriage.  This,  as  it  appears  to 
me,  was  never  explained  or  known  to  the  son  when  he  executed 
the  deed,  and  therefore  the  question  of  delay  does  not  affect  this 
part  of  the  case.  [His  Lordship  stated  the  circumstances.]  It 
has  always  been  said,  and  truly,  that  there  is  great  difficulty  in 
reforming  a  voluntary  deed,  because,  if  any  part  of  it  is  shewn  to 
be  contrary  to  the  intention  of  the  parties,  you  can  only  deal  with 
it  by  setting  the  whole  aside,  as  in  Hoghton  v.  Hoghton  (2).  But 
here  the  son  agrees  that  part  of  the  deed  ought  to  stand,  and  I 
have,  therefore,  power  as  against  him ;  and  I  have  certainly  power 
against  the  father,  who  is  a  Defendant,  and  I  shall  direct  the  set- 
tlement to  be  rectified  by  striking  out  of  it  the  power  in  question. 

I  think,  also,  that  the  father  ought  not  to  have  costs,  and  I  am 
surprised  that  he  should  have  asked  for  them,  seeing  the  way  in 
which  he  had  been  dealt  with  by  the  son.  The  trustees  will  have 
their  costs  from  the  Plaintiff,  but  only  as  between  party  and  party. 

In  these  respects  the  decree  will  be  varied.  No  costs  of  the 
appeal. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  Leman  &  Co. 

Solicitors  for  the  Defendants:  Messrs.  JATi^timuin,  Dcde,  dt  Stretton. 

(1)  9  Vea.  292.  (2)  15  Beav.  278. 
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L.  0.        W.  L.  Loveday  and  the  Bttroness  de  St,  Sauveur,  or  any  other 

1871        person,  to  sell  the  same,  with  power  to  postpone  the  sale  thereof 

^^p      as  he,  the  Plaintiff,  should  think  fit.    The  indenture  contained 

••  a  power  for  the  Plaintiff  to  exchange  all  or  any  part  of   the 

hereditaments,  and  also  to  allot  by  way  of  complete  or  partial 

partition  any  parts  of  the  hereditaments  therein  comprised,  or  of 
the  hereditaments  to  be  taken  in  exchange  as  aforesaid,  as  and  for 
the  share  and  part  of  the  share  in  severalty  of  W.  L.  Loveday  and 
the  Baroness  de  St  Sauveur.  The  indenture  then  contained  a 
declaration  that  the  Plaintiff  should  stand  possessed  of  the  moneys 
to  arise  by  any  sale,  or  to  be  received  for  equality  of  exchange^ 
upon  trust  for  W.  L.  Loveday  and  the  Baroness  de  St  Sauveur, 
and  their  respectire  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  in 
equal  shares  as  tenants  in  commou,  and  as  to  the  share  of  the 
Baroness  for  her  separate  use.  And  it  was  further  declared  that 
any  lands  which  might  be  taken  in  exchange  under  the  ^powec 
therein  contained,  should  be  held  upon  the  trusts  and  subject  to 
the  powers  thereby  declared  concerning  the  hereditaments  thereby 
conveyed  and  covenanted  to  be  surrendered.  And  it  was  declared 
that  so  long  as  the  said  lands  and  hereditaments,  or  any  lands  and 
hereditaments  which  should  be  taken  in  exchange,  should  remain 
unsold,  the  Plaintiff  should  stand  possessed  of  and  interested  in  the 
same  as  to  one  undivided  moiety  in  trust  for  W.  L  Loveday,  his 
heirs  and  assigns ;  and  as  to  the  other  undivided  moiety,  in  trust 
for  such  persons  and  for  such  intents  and  purposes  as  the  Baroness 
de  St  Sauveur,  notwithstanding  her  coverture,  should  appoint  by 
deed  or  will,  and  in  default  of  appointment  in  trust  for  the 
Baroness  de  St  Sauveur,  her  heirs  and  assigns. 

On  the  8th  of  April,  1862,  articles  of  agreement  were  executed 
by  W.  L.  Loveday  and  the  Baroness  de  St.  Sauveur,  by  which  it 
was  recited  that  by  the  indenture  of  the  10th  of  March,  1862,  the 
said  freehold  and  copyhold  hereditaments  had  been  conveyed  and 
covenanted  to  be  surrendered  to  the  use  of  the  Plaintiff,  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  upon  the  trusts  therein  declared  in  favour  of  the 
said  W.  L.  Loekyer,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  and  of  the  Baroness  de 
St  Sauveur,  her  appointees,  heirs,  and  assigns,  as  therein  par- 
ticularly mentioned,  with  power  for  the  said  Plaintiff  to  allot,  by 
way  of  complete  or  partial  partition,  any  part  or  parts  of  the  said 
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St.  Sauveub. 


The  Baroness  died  in  October,  1866. 

EmUtf  de  Qheu$  died  in  her  lifetime. 

The  present  bill  was  filed  to  carry  into  effect  the  trusts  of  the 
deeds  of  the  10th  of  March,  1862/and  the  8th  of  April,  1862. 
The  principal  questions  raised  in  the  suit  were  whether  the 
hereditaments  allotted  to  the  Baroness  passed  under  her  will  as 
real  or  personal  estate ;  and  if  as  real  estate,  whether  her  husband, 
being  an  alien,  was  able  to  take  a  life  interest  in  them,  or  whether 
the  Crown  was  entitled  to  his  interest. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  held  that  the  property  at  the  time  of  the 
death  of  the  Baroness  was  converted  into  personalty,  and  that  she 
had  shewn  no  intention  in  her  will  of  taking  it  as  realty  (1). 


(1)  1869.  June  9. 

Sib  J.  Stuabt,  Y.C,  said  that  al- 
though these  deeds  had  been  prepared 
in  a  bungling  manner,  he  thought  their 
true  construction  could  be  arrived  at 
without  doing  much  yiolence  to  their 
language.  Notwithstanding  the^in- 
condistent  provisions  of  the  deed  of 
March,  1862,  he  was  of  opinion  that 
the  deed  contained  a  clear  trust  for  con- 
version of  the  property.  The  agree- 
ment of  April,  1862,  was  nothing  more 
than  an  agreement  for  partition,  and 
by  it  the  trustee  was  directed  to  hold 
the  property  upon  the  same  trusts  as 
were  declared  concerning  it  by  the  deed  of 
March,  1862,  and  this  left  the  property 
in  the  trustee's  hands,  subject  to  the  trust 
for  sale  and  conversion.  That  being  so, 
the  next  difficulty  arose  upon  the  con- 
struction of  the  will.  It  was  clear  that 
this  lady  had  the  right  of  saying  whether 
jBhe  would  take  this  property  as  realty 
or  personalty — but  the  act  relied  on  to 
shew  an  election  must  be  clear  and 
unequivocal.  Looking  at  the  form  of 
the  bequest  in  the  present  case,  there 
was  no  evidence,  except  the  use  of  the 
words  "landed  property,"  to  shew  that 
the  testatrix  meant  to  treat  this  pro- 
perty as  realty.  But  looking  at  the 
surrounding  circumstances,   the  pur* 


ix)se  for  which  the  trust  for  conversion 
appeared  to  have  been  created,  and  the 
fact  that  at  the  date  of  the  testator's 
death  the  property  had  not  been  con- 
verted, he  did  not  think  that  the  use 
of  the  words  "landed  property"  in  the 
bequest  was  enough.  Had  there  been 
words  of  limitation,  that  would  have 
been  a  strong  manifestation  of  intention 
to  elect  to  take  the  property  as  realty. 
But  there  was  another  consideration.  If 
there  were  two  modes  of  construing 
a  will,  according  to  one  of  which 
modes  the  intention  would  be  upheld, 
while  according  to  the  other  it  would 
fail,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Court  to 
strive  to  uphold  the  former  construction. 
Now,  to  hold  that  this  testatrix  by  the 
bequest  of  this  property  in  her  will 
elected  to  take  it  as  land,  would  be  to 
render  void  the  gift  of  it  to  her  husband 
for  his  life.  He  was  of  opinion  that 
according  to  the  true  construction  of 
the  will  the  words  "  landed  property  " 
meant  all  the  testatrix's  estate  and 
interest  in  the  land  at  Ealing,  and  that 
she  by  her  will  elected  to  treat  the  pny 
perty  in  question  as  personalty.  Con- 
sequently the  Baron  de  8t,  Bauveur  was 
entitled  to  a  life  interest  in  the  pro* 
oeeds  of  the  sale  thereof. 


c. . 
ftr.  f^AITVtUB. 


L  0.  tkeJbd  is  an  absolute  direction  to  sell  at  some  time  or  other.  Here 
1871  there  was  a  power  to  postpone  the  sale,  but  the  intention  of  the 
Rhabp  parties  was  that  the  property  should  be  sold  at  all  events.  This  is 
evidenced  by  their  resenring  the  old  powers  and  trusts  in  the 
partition  of  the  8th  of  April,  1862 :  Master  v.  Be  Craismar  (1)  ; 
Buchanan  v.  Anffus  (2);  Bu  Hourmelin  t.  Sheldon  (3).  The 
Baroness  being  a  married  woman  could  do  no  act  to  elect  during 
her  life  :  Leehmere  y.  Brciheridge  (4) ;  Hdloway  ▼•  Baddiffe  (5). 
By  her  will  she  has  shewn  no  intention  to  reconvert  the  property 
into  real  estate.  The  words  **  landed  property  "  were  not  sufficient 
for  that  purpose ;  they  were  merely  descriptive.  If  the  effect  of 
the  will  is  ambiguous  the  Court  will  support  her  intention  of 
benefiting  her  husband.  This  is  different  from  the  cases  under  the 
Mortmain  Acty  for  election  is  purely  a  question  of  intention,  and  the 
Court  will  consider  the  whole  scope  of  the  will  and  the  circum- 
stances under  which  the  property  is  held :  Triquel  v.  Thornton  (6). 

Mr.  Hemming^  for  the  Attorney-General* 

,    Mr.  Kardake,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  W.  Cooper,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

LoBD  Hatheblet,  L.C.  :-- 

Were  it  not  for  the  decision  of  the  Tice^Chancellor,  and  notwith- 
standing the  able  arguments  which  have  been  offered  in  support  of 
that  decision^  I  should  have  entertained  very  little  doubt  as  to  the 
true  effect  of  the  deeds  and  the  will  in  this  case. 

The  yice-Chancellor  appears  to  have  entertained  the  opinion 
that  the  object  of  the  parties  throughout  this  transaction  was  that 
the  husband  of  the  testatrix,  who  was  an  alien,  should  have  the 
benefit  of  the  property,  and  that  their  mode  of  carrying  that  object 
into  effect  was  by  converting  it  into  personal  estate. 

As  regards  the  original  deed  of  March,  1862, 1  may  remark  that 
there  is  not  a  trace  of  that  object  in  the  deed ;  but,  on  the  con- 
trary, it  seems  plain  to  me  that  the  real  intent  of  that  deed  was  to 
get  rid  of  the  inconvenient  mode  of  enjoyment  as  a  tenancy  in 

(1)  11  Bcav.  184.  (4)  32  Beav.  353. 

(2)  4  Maoq.  374.  (5)  23  Ibid.  163 

(3)  4  My.  *  Cr.  526.  (6)  13  Ves.  345. 


V, 

8t.  Bautvub. 
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{j.  0.       that  ifi,  a  trnst  to  convey  the  estates  to  Loveday  and  the  lady 

1871       according  to  their  respective  interests. 

@BJLBP  ^^^  assuming  that  the  trust  for  sale  was  still  in  existence  with 

respect  to  the  lady's  share,  which  was  now  '^at  home,"  it  was 
either  land  or  money,  as  she  might  elect,  and  we  must  see  how  she 
has  treated  it  in  her  will.  I  feel  no  doubt,  nor,  as  it  appears  to  me, 
did  the  Vice-chancellor  feel  any  doubt^  that  if  this  had  been  an 
ordinary  will  the  land  would  have  passed  as  real  estate.  But 
the  yice-Ghancellor  says,  that  the  Ck)urt  ought  to  consider  that 
this  lady's  husband  was  an  alien,  and  that  she  could  not  legally 
give  it  to  him  as  land,  and  therefore  the  Court  ought  to  give  effect 
to  her  intention  by  construing  it  as  a  gift  of  personal  estate.  But 
I  conceive  that  is  not  a  sound  construction  of  the  instrument.  We 
must  see  what  the  will  means  on  the  face  of  it.  There  is  a  plain 
gift  of  her  moveable  and  personal  property  to  her  husband,  and  she 
makes  a  plain,  distinction  between  that  and  the  "  landed  property  " 
at  Ealing^  in  which  she  only  gives  him  a  limited  interests  And 
this  is  confirmed  by  her  charge  of  the  annuities  on  the  ^* rental" 
of  the  Ealing  property.  It  appears  to  me  that  there  is  the  clearest 
possible  indication  of  her  intending  her  husband  to  take  the  pro- 
perty as  land. 

The  Vice-Chancellor's  decree  must  be  varied  by  declaring  that, 
according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  two  deeds  and  of  the  will, 
the  property  at  Ealing  must  be  taken  to  have  passed  by  the  will  as 
real  estate. 

Mr.  Joshua  WiUiatns,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  CooJcson,  then  contended 
that  the  Act  of  the  83  Vict.  c.  14  (passed  on  the  12th  of  May, 
1870),  by  which  aliens  were  rendered  capable  of  holding  real 
estates  was  retrospective.  The  words  of  sect.  2,  enacting  that 
**  real  and  personal  property  of  every  description  may  be  taken,  ac- 
quired, held,  or  disposed  of  by  an  alien,"  were  perfectly  general, 
find  contained  no  words  importing  the  future.  And  the  word 
**  person,"  in  the  third  exception,  did  not  apply  to  an  alien,  as  was  evi- 
denced by  the  use  of  the  woi:^s  "  devolution  by  law."  The  excep- 
tions in.the  18th  section  had  only  reference  to  the  repealed  statutes. 

Mr.  Hemming,  for  the^Attomey-General,  was  not  called  on. 
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L.  0.  there  was  no  eesttU  que  trust  in  existence,  and  there  was  therefore 

1871  no  trust  estate ;  that  case,  therefore,  has  no  application,  and,  if 

Bhakb  necessary,  might  well  be  questioned*    The  decision  on  this  point 

^'  in  BUtion  v.  Siordy  ( I)  was  not  approyed  on  appeal  (2). 

Mr.  Joshua  WiUtamSf  Q,Cv  and  Mr.  CooJcson,  for  the  Baron  de 
8t,  Sauveur^  supported  the  same  view.  They  referred  toFourdrin 
V.  Oawdey  (3). 

Mr.  Hardy,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Eiffffins,  for  the  customary  heir,  and 

Mr.  Oreene,  Q-C,  and  Mr.  (7.  T.  Edwards,  for  the  heirs-at-Iaw  :-^ 

The  case  of  Barrow  v.  Wadkin  (4)  was  never  carried  to  a  Court 
of  appeal,  and  it  shews,  at  all  events,  that  the  question  was  not 
then  considered  concluded  by  authority.  If  the  Crown  has  the 
right  now  claimed  it  is  remarkable  that  there  have  not  been  dis« 
tinct  decisions  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  that  effect  All  the 
old  cases  now  relied  on  are  at  conunon  law,  and  really  only  amount 
to  dicta.  The  authority  of  BUtson  v.  Stordy  has  never  been  over* 
ruled  by  any  higher  Court.  Escheat  and  forfeiture  have  no  ap- 
plication to  equitable  estates,  and  the  right  of  the  Crown  in  this 
case  is  of  a  similar  nature.  The  Crown  can  only  take  the  rights 
which  the  alien  had,  and  as  the  alien  could  not  come  to  this  Court 
to  enforce  his  right,  neither  can  the  Crown.  The  only  right  which 
the  Crown  has  is  to  enter,  and  if  the  nature  of  the  estate  is  such 
that  it  cannot  enter,  this  Court  will  not  give  any  relief,  for  there  is 
no  equity  in  favour  of  the  Crown.  The  policy  of  the  law  was  to 
exclude  aliens,  notto  disenherit  the  heir-at-law  for  the  benefit  of 
the  Crown.  [They  also  referred  to  2  Vin.  Abr.  Alien,  §§  8,  20 ; 
1  Bacon  Abr.  Alien,  C.  D. ;  Bumey  v.  Macdonald  (5) ;  Walker  v. 
Denne  (6) ;  and  the  statutes  39  &  40  Geo,  3,  c  88 ;  47  Geo.  3, 
C.24.] 

Lord  HATHEBiiEV,  L.C. : — 

I  feel  no  difiSculty  in  following  the  decision  of  the  Master  of  the 
Kolls  in  Barrow  v.  Wadkin.    From  a  very  early  time,  first,  in 

(1)  8  Sm.  &  Gift  230.  (4)  24  Bear.  1. 

(2)  2  Jur.  (N.8.)  410.  (6)  16  Sim.  6. 

'    (3)  3  My.  &  K.  383.  (6)  2  Ves.  170. 
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L.  0.       in  allowing  him  so  to  sue  would  be  that  he  would  take  that  which 

ib7i        he  could  not  any  longer  hold.    Then,  passing  by  the  authority  of 

Sharp       Chief  Justice  Hale,  on  the  ground  that  that  eminent  lawyer  is 

St  Si^vEUB.  ™^^®  ^  ^^7  ^^  *^®  report  which  the  Vice-Chancellor  had  before 

him  in  Hardres  (1)  of  the  Attomey'Qenercil  v.  Sanda^  that  which  is 

not  law^  he  says  that  he  cannot  find  that  the  doctrine  of  Vice- 
Chancellor  ShadweiU  is  opposed  by  any  previous  dicium  or  authority, 
and  comes  to  the  conclusion  that  the  Crown  cannot  take  that 
which  the  alien  could  not  claim,  and  therefore  would  not  be  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  the  trust 

In  the  first  place,  it  seems  to  me  there  is  no  decision  that  an 
alien  cannot  apply  to  this  Court  for  the  purpose  of  having  a  trust 
executed ;  but  it  appears  wholly  unnecessary  to  determine  that 
point.  It  has  now  become  a  mere  question  of  antiquarian  law, 
and  I  will  assume  that  the  alien  could  not  file  a  bill  for  that 
purposa 

The  argument  against  the  Crown  is  this :  The  Crown  can  take 
neither  more  nor  less  interest  than  the  alien,  and  because  the  alien 
is  deprived  of  this  particular  remedy  for  his  rights,  it  follows  that 
the  Crown  also  will  be  in  the  same  position,  and  will  not  be  entitled 
to  the  remedy.  That  appears  to  me  to  be  taking  a  prodigious  step* 
There  is  no  dispute  about  this,  that  where  there  is  a  devise  to  an 
alien  the  Crown  must  claim  it  through  him.  But  suppose  it  is  an 
actual  devise  of  the  legal  estate,  in  that  case  we  may  assume 
that  the  alien  could  not  proceed  to  acquire  the  land  in  a  Court  of 
law,  and  yet  the  Crown  is  placed  in  no  such  difiSculty.  It  appears 
to  me  to  be  a  confusion  of  ideas  to  say  that  because  an  alien,  on 
account  of  personal  incapacity,  cannot  sue  in  respect  of  that  right 
which  otherwise  would  be  vested  in  him  as  cestui  que  trust,  there- 
fore when  all  those  rights  are  passed  to  the  Crown  for  the  express 
purpose  of  taking  away  from  the  alien  what  it  was  formerly  sup- 
posed to  be  prejudicial  to  the  commonwealth  for  him  to  hold,  and 
giving  it  to  the  Crown,  against  which  no  personal  incapacity  can 
be  alleged,  the  Crown  cannot  sue.  Such  an  argument  seems  to 
me  most  illogical.  The  Crown  takes  the  alien's  interest  in  the 
property,  and  I  should  suppose  would  have  the  same  rights  for  all 
ordinary  purposes  of  justice  of  recovering  it  as  it  would  haye  in  the 

(1)  Page  496. 


* 
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L.  a       and  the  Court  was  called  on  to  convert  purchased  land  for  the 

1871        express  purpose  of  vesting  in  the  Grown,  by  escheat,  property  which 

S^^      did  not  exist  at  all  in  the  shape  of  land.    Now  it  is  a  well  settled 

*-         doctrine,  where  the  purposes  of  the  will  do  not  require  conversion, 

'  «-.        neither  the  heir-at-law  nor  anybody  else  has  any  equity  to  insist  on 

conversion ;  and  the  Cro^n  must  be  bound  by  the  same  rule.  Both 

on  principle  and  authority  I  think  I  am  bound  to  decide  in  favour 

of  the  Crown  with  respect  to  the  life  interest  given  to  the  Baron 

de  8i.  Sauveur. 

Solicitors  for  the  Crown :  Messrs.  Baven  <&  Bradley. 
Solicitors  for  all  the  other  parties :  Messis,  Bwgwfne^  MUnc^ 
dCo. 


h.  0.  SAVAGE  V.  ITERS. 


1872 
Jan.  15, 16. 


[1871  .8,    109.] 

Wm^Cimttrueium-^Estate  hy  ImpUeatian^lHreeiioni  to  9Me  «n  Marriagi 

under  Twentff'Cne — Special  Com, 


A  testator  direoted  that  his  trustees  should  hold  certain  penoual  property 
in  trust  for  his  daughter  8^  until  his  granddaughter  M.  S.  should  attain 
twenty  one,  or  many  under  that  age  with  the  consent  of  her  guardians ;  and 
when  his  said  granddaughter  should  attain  twenty-one,  or  before,  upon  her 
marriage  with  such  consent,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  income  to  his  said 
granddaughter  for  her  life  Uxr  her  separate  use ;  and  in  case  of  her  maniage 
with  such  consent,  but  not  otherwise,  the  property  wss  to  be  settled  on  her 
for  life  for  her  separate  use,  with  remainder  to  her  children,  and  in  default  of 
issue,  to  he  at  her  absolute  disposal. 

The  testator  gave  other  property  on  like  trusts  for  his  other  granddaughters, 
and  referred  to  the  property  as  the  **  provisions''  and  the  **  portioDs"  of  his 
granddaughtors.  Then  followed  a  gift  over  on  the  death  of  any  grand- 
daughter under  twenty-one,  and  without  having  been  married,  upon  trust 
for  the  others  in  like  manner  as  their  original  portions;  and  if  all  should 
die  under  twenty-one,  and  without  having  been  married,  then  the  shares 
were  to  fall  into  the  residue.  Two  of  the  granddaughters  attained  twenty-oQCy 
but  were  stiU  unmarried : — 

^e2c{(aflSrming  the  decision  of  Wickeru^  V.0.)»  that  thebe  was  no  absolute 
interest  given  by  implication  to  the  granddaughters  on  their  attaining  twenty- 
one  without  being  married ;  but  that  they  had  only  an  estate  for^fe^  subject 
to  any  question  which  might  arise  in  case  either  of  them  married. 

X  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  Vice-Chancellor  Wickem, 
made  on  a  special  case  founded  on  the  following  statements : — 


Tybul 
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L,  0.       and  with  all  such  powers  and  authorities  to  be  contained  in  such 

1872        settlement  as  were  usual  in  cases  of  strict  settlements,  and  as  hi? 

Bavags     said  trustees  might  think  requisite  to  preserve  the  said  property 

for  his  said  granddaughter  and  her  issue  inde^nd^t  of  her 

husband  and  clear  of  his  debts. 

The  testator  also  bequeathed  shares  in  the  -  Peliean  Lifs^  Inmih 
ranee  Company  for  the  benefit  of  his  granddaughter  Ann  Savage 
and  her  issue;  and  shares  in  the  Stroud  Cand  Company  for  the 
benefit  of  his  granddaughter  Sarah  Savage  and  her  issue,  in  terms 
corresponding  with  the  beiquest  of  the  shares  in  the  Phoenix  Fire 
Office,  and  then  directed  that,  as  to  the  shares  in  the  three  coticerns 
above  mentioned,  the  same  should  be  continued  in  his  name  as  a 
deceased  proprietor,  or  of  his  executors  as  representing  him,  until 
such  settlements  should  be  executed  and  the  proceeds  find  advan- 
tages  should  be  received  by  his  executors  lipon  the  trusts  above 
mentioned. ' 

The  testator  then  gave  a  leaseljiold  house  in  the  city  of  London 
to  the  executors  upon  similar  trusts,  with  a  slight  variation 
in  language,  for  the  benefit  of  his  granddaughter  Mary  Ann 
Savage. 

And  Jn  case  any  or  either  of  bis  said  granddaughters  should 
happen  to  die  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  and  without 
having  been  married,  then  he  gave  and  bequeathed  all  the  shares 
and  provisions  thereinbefore  provided  for  his  granddaughters  so 
dying  (amounting  to  or  valued  at  £2500  each)  to  his  said  executors 
upon  trust  for  his  said  other  granddaughters  or  their  issue,  if  any 
or  either  of  them  should  be  dead  leaving  issue.  And  he  directed 
the  same  to  be  settled  and  secured  to  them  and  their  issue,  with 
the  same  powers,  cautions,  and  authorities  as  were  thereinbefore 
mentioned  regarding  their  original  portions;  and  if  all  his  grand- 
daughters should  happen  to  die  under  the  age  of  twenty*one 
years  and  without  being  married,  then  he  directed  all  the  said 
shares  sjA  property  to  sink  into  and  become  part  of  the  residue 
of  his  personal  estate. 

The  testator  gave  all  his  residuary  personal  estate  in  trust  for  the 
benefit  of  his  daughter  Mrs.  Savage  for  life,  as  therein  mentioned ; 
and  from  and  after  her  death  he  gave  to  his  four  granddaughters 
£1000  each  for  their  respective  use,  and  not  subject  to  any  settle- 
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L.  0.  Savage  took  life  interests  only  in  the  respective  bequests,  with  a 

1872  power  of  appointment  on  marriage,  snbject  to  the  direction  for  a 

Sataob  settlement  on  their  marriage  with  consent.    From  this  decision  the 

T««.  Pl«n«ff«  appealed. 

Mr.  Morgan,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Eeaih,  for  the  Appellants : — 

We  contend  that  the  two  granddaughters  are  entitled  to  an 
absolute  interest  in  their  shares  of  the  property.  The  will  is  in- 
correctly expressed ;  but  as  the  trusts  are  executory,  more  latitude 
may  be  allowed  in  the  interpretation  of  them.  The  testator  sets 
aside  a  portion  for  each  of  his  granddaughters  till  she  attains 
the  age  of  twenty-one  or  marries  under  that  age;  and  if  she 
marries  with  consent  of  guardians,  which  seems  to  imply  marriage 
under  twenty-one,  the  portion  is  to  be  settled  on  her  and  her 
children.  This  gives  her  an  absolute  interest  by  implication  in 
the  other  event,  namely,  her  attaining  twenty-one  without  mar- 
rying :  Oardiner  y.  Stevens  (1) ;  Croflon  v.  Daviea  (2).  The  testator 
places  himself  in  hoo  parentis  to  his  granddaughters.  He  speaks 
of  the  property  given  to  each  as  the  ''  provision  "  made  for  them. 
This  implies  that  the  corpus  of  the  property  is  set  apart  for  their 
benefit ;  and  although  the  absolute  interest  is,  in  a  certain  event, 
to  be  cut  down  by  the  settlement,  the  property,  so  far  as  it  is  not 
snbject  to  the  settlement,  is  given  to  them :  Mayer  v.  Toumsend  (3) ; 
Lassenee  v.  Tiemey  (4) ;  In  re  Thomsons  Trusts  (5).  If  the  Court 
shall  hold  that  the  property  did  not  vest  absolutely  in  the  grand- 
daughters on  their  attaining  twenty-one  without  being  married,  we 
contend  that,  if  they  now  marry,  they  are  entitled  to  a  settlement 
which  would  give  them  an  ultimate  disposal  of  the  fund  in  default 
of  children. 

Mr.  Joshua  Williams^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Nugent,  for  the  residuary 
legatees : — 

The  cases  cited  with  respect  to  setting  aside  a  portion  for  chil- 
dren have  no  application  to  this  case,  because  there  is  no  gift  to 
the  granddaughters  at  all,  except  the  gift  to  them  for  life  for  their 

(1)  30  L.  J.  (Oh.)  199.  (3)  3  Beav.  443. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  4  C.  P.  159.  (4)  1  Mac  &  G.  551. 

(ft)  Law  Rep.  11  Eq.  146. 
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L.  a  parentis — ^that  ibis  proTision  was  an  absolute  portion  for  the  grand- 
1872  daughterSy  and  so  the  case  would  be  brought  within  that  class  of 
Savaqb  authorities,  of  which  Mayer  t.  Totimsend  (L)  is  an  instance,  where 
**  it  has  been  held  that,  if  you  find  an  intent  to  dispose  of  the  whole 
—  fund  in  favour  of  a  given  individual,  that  individual  will  not  lose 
the  benefit  of  the  fund  because  it  has  been  directed  to  be  settled 
in  a  manner  which  gives  him  only  an  estate  for  life,  and  then 
passes  it  to  his  children  without  any  ultimate  limitation  for  hi» 
benefit ;  the  principle  of  which  is  well  explained  by  Lord  Gotten- 
ham  in  Lassence  v.  Tiemey  (2).  But  if  you  do  not  find  the  actual 
gift  of  the  whole  fund,  then  it  can  only  be  taken  in  the  mode  in 
which  the  enjoyment  is  pointed  out.  I  am  afraid  that  the  provi- 
sion in  this  will  does  not  constitute  an  actual  gift  sufficient  for 
that  purpose.  What  the  testator  has  done  with  what  he  calls 
the  subsequent  provision  is  this :  he  seems  to  have  been  minded 
to  make  all  his  granddaughters  equal,  and  to  give  a  sum  or 
property  equivalent  in  value  to  a  sum  of  £2500  to  each.  [His 
Lordship  then  read  the  clauses  in  the  will  stated  above,  and  con- 
tinued : — ]  The  two  granddaughters  have  both  attained  twenty- 
one,  and  are  now  very  advanced  in  years,  neither  of  them  being 
married.  That  event  in  which  it  is  given  over  has  not  happened. 
There  is  a  residuary  bequest,  which  of  course  carries  eveiything 
which  is  not  well  given,  and  the  question  is,  whether  or  not,  under 
the  whole  of  this  will,  and  the  additional  circumstance  which  I 
shall  presently  state,  the  will  is  to  be  read  as  in  the  case  of  Mayer  v. 
Taumsend,  namely,  as  the  gift  of  a  portion  to  each  of  the  grand- 
daughters, the  whole  fund  to  be  settled,  in  the  particular  event  of 
their  marrying  with  the  consent  of  the  trustees  or  guardians,  in 
the  manner  I  have  described,  with  a  gift  over  in  a  given  event,, 
namely,  of  their  dying  under  twenty-one  and  unmarried. 

There  is  another  circumstance  at  the  end  of  the  will  which  is 
also  relied  upon,  which  is  this,  that  there  is  a  gift — ^an  actual, 
absolute  gift — of  £1000  out  of  the  residue  to  the  same  daughters^ 
which  it  is  expressly  declared  shall  be  for  their  absolute  interest, 
and  without  being  settled  in  the  manner  that  he  has  before  directed 
as  to  their  provision — ^again  referring  to  it  as  being  a ''provision'^ 

(1)  3  Bear.  443.  (?)  1  Mac.  &  G.  561. 
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L.  C.       particular  case,  because  there  is  an  express  limitation  for  life,  and 
1872       the  gift  over  does  not  exactly  correspond  with  the  period  for  which 

Savaob  the  property  is  held  in  suspense,  as  it  did  in  the  cases  cited ;  for 
this  is  not  the  case  of  a  gift  up  to  twenty-one,  and,  if  they  die 
under  tweuty-one,  a  gift  over.  The  two  events  do  not  correspond. 
It  is  a  gift  for  life,  and  in  another  collateral  event,  namely,  dying 
under  twenty-one  and  unmarried,  then  a  gift  over.  Those  cases, 
therefore,  do  not  help  the  construction  of  the  present  limitation. 
The  Vice-Chancellor  has  put  his  judgment  in  very  few  words, 
and  I  shall  do  well  to  follow  his  example  by  saying  that  the  testator 
has  given  an  estate  for  life,  and  that  that  is  their  only  present 
interest  Therefore  I  think  that  the  declaration  should  be  that 
the  daughters  take  for  life.  I  think  that  the  special  case  goes  too 
far  in  asking  for  a  declaration  as  to  future  interest.  The  only 
declaration  will  be  that  the  granddaughters  are  both  entitled  for 
their  lives,  subject  to  any  question  that  may  arise  upon  their 
marriage. 

Solicitor  for  all  parties :  Mr.  Barker. 


Jan,  17, 18. 


L.  0.  KEMP  V.  SOUTH-EASTEEN  BAILWAY  COMPANY. 

1S35  [1869    K.    42.] 

Batlwaf^ — Duration  of  Agreement  to  take  Land — Purpose$  of  BaUioaif — 

Evidence  thai  Land  is  ^tguirtd. 

A  landowner  agreed  with  a  railway  company  to  sell  them  ten  acres  of  land 
and  one  acre  for  a  station,  at  a  certain  price,  and  that  if  the  company  should 
require  more  land  for  the  station,  or  for  any  purpose,  they  should  pay  for  the 
same  at  the  rate  of  £100  per  acre,  and  the  agreement  was  to  he  supplemental 
to  the  Land$  Clauses  Act,  The  ten  acres  were  paid  for  and  conveyed. 
Before  the  compulsory  powers  of  the  company  had  expired  they  gave  (appa- 
rently hy  mistake)  notice  to  treat  for  three  acres  more,  and  hefora  the  time 
for  completion  had  expired  they  took  possession  of  these  three  acres,  ailing 
that  they  required  the  land.  They  also  took  possession  of  some  small  pieces 
of  land  which  were  coyered  hy  earth  slipped  from  the  railway: — 

ffMf  that,  under  the  agreement,  the  company  had  power,  until  the  expi- 
ration of  the  time  limited  for  the  completion  of  the  railway,  to  take  such  land 
as  they  required  for  the  purpose  of  a  station  or  for  slips  of  earth  at  £100 
anacre. 


VOL.  VH] 
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The  Court  will  accept  as  conclosiye  the  evidence  of  the  engineer  in  the 
fleryioe  of  the  company  as  to  the  quantity  of  land  required  for  the  purpoaes 
of  the  railway,  if  the  statement  has  a  reasonahle  appearance  of  accuracy. 

Decree  of  Bacon^  Y.G.,  reversed. 


L.O. 
1872 


J.  HE  Defendants,  the  South-Eastern  BaUtoay  Company ^  by  the 
8th,  9th,  and  10th  sections  of  the  SoiUh-Eaatern  Bailway  {Tun- 
bridge  and  Dartford  Lines,  &c.)  Ad,  1862  (25  &  26  Yict.  c.  zcn.), 
passed  on  the  30th  of  June,  1862,  and  incorporating  the  C!onsoIida- 
tion  Acts,  Tvere,  amongst  other  things,  empowered  to  purchase  lands 
by  agreement  for  any  of  the  extraordinary  purposes  specified  in 
the  BaUwaya  Clauses  Aet,  1845,  connected  with  the  railways. 
Their  compulsory  powers  of  purchasing  land  were  not  to  be  exer- 
cised after  three  years  from  the  passing  of  the  Act  (the  30th  of 
June,  1865),  and  the  railway  and  works  authorized  by  the  Act  were 
to  be  completed  within  five  years  from  the  passing  of  the  Act  (the 
30th  of  June,  1867) ;  and  on  the  expiration  of  that  period  the 
compulsory  powers  granted  to  the  company  for  making  the  same 
were  to  cease. 

By  a  subsequent  Act,  the  30th  Yict.  c.  cviii.,  entituled  the  South- 
Eastern  Bailway  (Capital)  Ad,  1867,  passed  on  the  12th  of  April, 
1867,  the  period  limited  for  the  completion  of  the  railway  and 
works  was  extended  to  the  period  of  one  year  after  the  passing  of 
the  Act. 

On  the  4th  of  September,  1863,  an  agreement  was  entered  into 
between  the  Norwich  Beversionary  Interest  Soeidy,  of  the  one  part, 
and  the  South-Eastem  Bailway  Company,  of  the  other  part,  whereby 
it  ^as  witnessed  that  it  was  agreed  the  society  should  sell,  and 
that  the  company  should  purchase,  certain  lands  mentioned  and 
described  in  the  schedule,  and  containing  ten  acres,  part  of  The 
Mountains  Estate,  at  the  price  of  £2000.  The  agreement  con- 
tained, amongst  others,  the  following  clause : — 

**  The  company  shall  erect  and  for  ever  maintain  a  passenger 
station  upon  the  piece  of  land  numbered  77  in  the  compaBy's  plan, 
and  one  acre  of  ground  shall  be  considered  as  covered  by  the  said 
sum  of  £2000  for  the  site  and  purposes  of  such  station ;  and  if  ^^ 
company  shall  require  more  than  one  acre  of  groxtnd  for  the  s^^e 
or  purposes  of  the  said  station,  or  any  additional  ground  for  any 
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L.  G.        purpose  beyond  that  specified  in  the  said  schedule  hereto,  they 
1872        shall  pay  for  the  same  at  the  rate  of  £100  per  acre." 

^"^  It  was  further  provided  that  the  agreement  was  to  be  taken  as 

SorTH-  sapplemental  to,  and  not  in  substitution  of,  the  Lands  Clauses  Ad^ 
Bailwat  Ck).  and  that  any  dispute  or  difference  was  to  be  settled  by  arbitration 
in  the  manner  provided  by  that  Act. 

Upon  the  scheduled  ten  acres  the  company  entered  and  con- 
structed their  line  of  railway,  and  the  ten  acres  were  conveyed  to 
them  in  1864. 

jHie  Mountains  Estate  contained  about  200  acres ;  and  by  a  deed 
dated  the  15th  of  February,  1864,  this  estate  was  conveyed  by 
the  trustees  of  the  society  to  the  Plaintiff  Charles  Filch  Eempy 
and  afterwards  became  vested  in  the  Plaintiffs  Kemp  and  Johnson, 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  agreement  with  the  railway  company. 

The  company,  on  the  26th  of  May,  1865,  served  the  Plaintiff 
Johnson  with  a  notice,  under  their  Acts  and  the  Consolidation  Acts, 
to  treat  for  three  acres  of  land,  which  adjoined  the  ten  acres  above 
mentioned.  On  the  1st  of  May,  1867,  the  company  entered  into 
possession  of  the  three  acres ;  and  they  also  had  taken  possession 
of  some  land  covered  by  earth  which  had  slipped  from  an  embank- 
ment. 

The  company  afterwards  built  on  part  of  the  scheduled  land 
a  passenger  station  with  approaches,  called  the  HUdenborough 
Station. 

In  June,  1867,  Johnson^  on  behalf  of  himself  and  Kemp,  applied 
to  Mr.  Fredand,  the  solicitor  of  the  company,  and  asked  to  have 
the  value  of  the  land  taken  by  the  company  ascertained.  To  this 
application  he  received  an  answer  signed  *'  John  Freeland,  per  H. 
W.  Porter^*  stating  that  one  acre  for  station  purposes  was  included 
in  the  land  for  which  the  £2000  was  paid,  and  that  the  company 
claimed  the  additional  land  taken  by  them  at  £100  an  acre.  Much 
other  correspondence  followed,  usually  conducted  by  JBT.  W.  Porter, 
who  signed  the  letters  "  ff.  W.  Porter,  for  law  clerk ;  "  and  at  one 
time,  as  the  Plaintiff  alleged,  the  company  agreed  to  refer  the 
compensation  for  the  whole  of  the  extra  land  to  arbitration,  under 
the  Lands  Clauses  Consdidatum  Ad.  But  on  the  I2th  of  July, 
1869,  E.  P.  Ceams,  the  then  solicitor  of  the  railway,  wrote  to 
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J'ohnaon,  claiming  the  land  at  £100  an  acre,  under  the  agreement 
of  1863y  and  stating  that  the  only  question  for  the  arbitrators  was 
the  damage  by  severance. 

On  the  31st  of  July,  1869,  Kejnp  and  Johnson  filed  the  bill  in  this 
suit  against  the  company,  alleging  that  the  power  of  acquiring 
further  land  under  the  agreement  did  not  extend  beyond  the  ex- 
piration of  their  compulsory  powers ;  that  if  the  C!ourt  should  hold 
that  the  powers  of  the  company  under  the  agreement  were  still 
•exerciseable,  the  company  were  entitled  to  acquire  at  the  rate  of 
£100  an  acre,  in  addition  to  the  one  acre,  only  a  small  quantity  of 
land  for  a  passenger  station ;  and  that  the  company  had  waived  any 
rights  they  might  have  under  the  agreement;  and  the  bill  prayed 
an  injunction  to  restrain  the  company  from  continuing  in  posses- 
sion of  the  lands,  except  one  acre,  until  the  amount  to  be  paid  for 
the  same,  and  for  damage,  should  be  ascertained  by  arbitration, 
according  to  the  alleged  agreement ;  or  that  that  agreement  might 
be  rescinded,  and  possession  of  the  land  restored  to  the  Plaintiffs, 
and  the  company  ordered  to  pay  damages. 

The  company,  by  their  answer,  said  that  the  notice  to  treat  had 
never  been  acted  upon,  because  they  were,  under  the  agreement  of 
1863,  entitled  to  have  any  land  they  might  require,  at  £100  an 
acre ;  and  that  they  had  taken  possession  of  the  land,  as  they  were 
about  to  construct  a  goods  station.  They  denied  that  they  were 
bound  by  the  alleged  agreement  to  refer,  and  alleged  that  the 
company  wanted  the  land,  as  to  certain  small  portions,  for  the 
purpose  of  making  good  accidental  slips,  and  as  to  the  rest,  for  a 
goods  station. 

The  Plaintiffs  produced  evidence  to  shew  that  the  company  did 
not  want  the  land  for  a  goods  station,  and  had  not  even  begun  the 
works.    The  manager  of  the  company  stated,  in  an  affidavit,  that 
the  land  was  taken  possession  of  by  the  company  for  the  accommo- 
dation of  goods  and  passenger  traffic ;  that  the  passenger  station, 
had  been  built,  but  the  construction  of  the  goods  station  had 
been  suspended,  as  the  traffic  had  not  developed  8o  rapidly  ^  they 
expected.    The  engineer  of  the  company  deposed  that  part  of  the 
land  taken  was  covered  by  accidental  slips  of  the  railway,  a^^  ^^^^ 
the  land  taken  for  a  station  was  actually  required  to  afford,  the 
necessary  facilities  for  the  contemplated  traffic. 


1872 


V, 

South- 

Eastkbit 

Bailwat  Go. 


868 


OHANOEBY  APPEALS. 


[L.B. 


L.O. 
1872 


The  Vice-chancellor  Baean  made  a  decree  granting  an  in- 
junction, and  ordering  the  company  to  pay  damages  to  be  aacer- 
tainedy  and  also  the  costs  of  the  suit  (1). 
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(1)  1871.  Nov.  17. 

Sib  James  Bacon,  Y.C,  sidd  that 
upon  the  construction  of  the  agreement 
the  company  had  contended  that  they 
were  to  be  at  liberty,  at  any  time,  under 
any  circumstances  whatever,  to  take  any 
land  they  might  think  proper  belonging 
to  the  Plaintiff,  for  the  purposes  of  the 
railway  generally. 

If  the  only  question  before  His 
Honour  were  upon  the  construction  of 
the  agreement,  he  should  not  so  hold. 
He  should  not  hold  that  it  was  in  the 
contemplation  of  the  parties,  or  that  it 
was  expressed  by  the  words  they  had 
used,  that  this  company,  a  perpetual 
corporation,  were  to  be  at  liberty  at  any 
time  to  exercise  the  power  of  oompul- 
Borily  taking  from  the  owner  any  por- 
tion of  land,  however  altered  in  circum- 
stances it  might  be,  which  they  in  their 
judgment  might  think  necessary  for 
the  general  purposes  of  the  railway. 

But  it  was  not  merely  upon  the  agree- 
ment that  this  case  was  to  be  decided. 
Assuming  that  the  powers  intended  to 
be  conferred  by  the  agreement  were  as 
extensive  as  had  been  contended  for, 
surely  they  must  be  exercised  in  such 
a  manner  as  would  entitle  the  company, 
if  they  were  Plaintififs,  to  ask  for  the 
specific  performance  of  the  agreement. 
Now,  would  this  Court  decree  the 
specific  performance  of  such  an  agree- 
ment as  was  said  to  exist  in  this  case  ? 
Such  a  thing  was  wholly  out  of  the 
question,  and  nothing  so  unreasonable 
would  be  done  under  the  authority  of 
this  Court. 

But,  again,  whatever  might  be  the 
extent  or  meaning  of  the  agreement, 
the  parties  claiming  the  benefit  of  it 
must  claim  that  benefit  within  a  rea- 
sonable time.     More  than  that,  they 


must  not  do  anything  which  was  wholly 
inconsistent  with  the  agreement  Per- 
sons who  had  such  a  power  as  this 
chiuse  gave  to  this  railway  company 
might  relinquish  or  modify  that  power; 
but  they  could  not  do  so  of  their  own 
free  will  only,  if  by  so  doing  they  altered 
the  status  and  interest  of  the  penons 
with  whom  they  were  dealing. 

Assuming,  then,  the  power  of  the 
company  to  be  that  which  they  asserted, 
how  was  it  to  be  explained  that  within 
a  year  and  nine  months  from  the  date 
of  this  agreement  they  served  a  notice 
to  treat  under  the  Act  of  Parliament  ? 
That  was  a  direct  relinquishment 
of,  and  departure  from,  the  agree- 
ment— ^no  slip— no  accident — ^no  such 
thing  as  was  suggested  by  the  Lord 
Chancellor  in  his  judgment  in  the  case 
of  the  Bedford  Bailway  Campan^  r, 
Stanley  (2  J.  &  H.  746)  —  no  such 
thing  as  might  induce  the  Court  to 
endeavour  to  look  with  as  much  indul- 
gence and  leniency  as  it  could  upon 
such  a  transaction. 

The  railway  company  had  a  right, 
for  their  own  purposes,  to  exercise  this 
option,  and  to  use  the  power  which  the 
Act  of  Parliament  gave  them.  The 
notice  to  treat  bound  the  owner,  and 
against  it  the  owner  could  not  allege 
the  agreement,  and  could  not  be  heard 
to  say  anything. '  The  case  must  go 
before  a  jury,  and  he  must  make  out 
his  case  as  well  as  he  could.  The  com- 
pany asserted,  and  had  exercised,  a 
right,  which  they  said  they  possessed,  of 
paying  a  less  sum  than  the  jury  might 
award,  if  that  award  should  exceed 
£100  per  acre.  This  was  very  difierent 
from  the  case  before  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor. So  far  from  there  having  been 
any  slip,  or  mistake^  or  miaappiehenr 
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The  company  appealed. 

Mr.  LiUlCy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  C.  K  Turner,  for  tlie  Appellants : — 
No  doubt  the  notice  to  treat  was  a  mistake ;  but  it  shewed  what 


L.O. 
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sion  in  the  assertion  of  the  company's 
rights,  or  anything  that  oonld  entitle 
them  to  any  sort  of  indulgence — if  the 
Court  were  at  liberty  to  extend  any 
indulgence  to  them — it  appeared  that 
thej  did  a  most  deliberate  act ;  for  just 
before  the  time  when  their  powers  of 
oompnlsory  purchase  under  the  Act  of 
Parliament  would  expire,  they  gaye 
notice,  and  acted  upon  that  notice,  to 
the  extent  of  taking  possession.  [His 
Honour  then  stated  the  effect  of  the 
correspondenoe  between  the  parties,  and 
came  to  the  conclusion  that  there  was 
no  fresh  agreement  which  he  could 
enforce.] 

On  the  part  of  the  company  it  had 
been  argued  that  in  the  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment there  was  a  power  of  acquiring  land 
for  extraordinary  purposes,  and  that 
that  power  carried  a  right  to  complete 
the  purchase.  But  that  contenticm  in- 
volved a  total  departure  from  the  agree- 
ment. Whateyer  the  company's  powers 
of  acquiring  land  for  extraordinary 
purposes  might  be,  they  could  not  be  as- 
serted but  by  means  of  a  previous  notice 
to  treat  So  that  the  argument  was 
wholly  inconsistent  in  the  two  branches 
of  it,  when  it  was  said,  on  the  one  hand, 
that  the  Act  of  Parliament  gave  the 
company  powers  of  acquiring  land,  and, 
on  the  other  hand,  that  the  notice  to 
treat,  which  imposed  upon  the  company 
the  obligation  of  paying  a  price  to  be 
ascertained  in  a  particular  way,  was  of 
no  operation. 

A  part  of  the  case  which  had  been 
much  argued  was,  that  this  land  was 
required  by  the  company  for  the  pur- 
pose of  their  railway.  The  House  of 
Lords,  in  the  case  of  Stockton  and  Dar^ 


lington  BaUwaif  Company  v.  Broum 
(9  H.  L.  G.  246),  did  as  much  as  they 
could  to  put  an  end  to  what  His  Honour 
thought  a  doubtful  practice  growing 
up  in  the  Courts,  of  employing  and  de- 
legating power  to  experts.  In  that 
case  it  was  decided  that  the  judgment 
of  the  railway  company,  provided  that 
it  was  exercised  hondfide^  was  to  be  the 
rule  by  which  questions  as  to  the  re- 
quirements of  the  company  were  to  be 
determined.  His  Honour  had  no  in- 
clination to  dispute  that;  and  had  no 
right  to  dispute  it,  if  he  was  inclined 
to  do  so;  but  upon  the  question  of 
whether  this  land  was  required  for  the 
purposes  of  the  line  ot  was  not,  it  vras 
quite  clear  that  the  Defendants  had 
made  out  no  such  case  as  should  induce 
the  Court  to  believe  that  they  wanted 
it  for  any  of  the  purposes  of  their  rail- 
way. They  took  an  acre  of  land ;  they 
pointed  out  in  the  agreement  that  an 
acre  would  probably  be  enough  for  the 
site  and  purposes  of  the  station.  No- 
body now  could  doubt  that  an  acre  was 
abundantly  enough  for  the  station  and 
the  approaches. 

The  evidence  upon  this  subject  was 
of  the  most  meagre  and  nnsaUsfactory 
kind  that  could  be  conceived ;  and  the 
contention  that  that  land  was  wanted 
for  any  purpose  of  the  railway  con- 
nected  with    the    agreement   wholly 
failed.    It  waa   quite  clear  that  the 
company  did  not  want  it.    But  if  they 
did  want  it,  then  tbey  had  not  taken 
the  right  mode  of  acquiring  ^^-     ^^^^ 
relied  solely  upon  tbe  agreement ;  »nd 
assuming,    for    a    moment,  that   ^ 
agreement  did  give  them  aright  ^^  ^« 
land  at  the  price  of  £100  an  acre,  ^^  » 
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lands  were  required.  We  took  possession  of  them  before  the  time 
for  completion  was  expired,  and  we  are  therefore  entitled  to  them 
under  the  agreement.  We  want  the  land  for  the  purposes  of  our 
railway ;  and  such  cases  as  B^lcer  y.  Metropolitan  Bailway  Chm- 
pany  {1\  Bichmond  y.  North  London  Railway  Company  (2),  haye 
no  bearing.  Bedford  Bailway  Company  y.  Stanley  (3)  was  mis- 
understood by  the  Yico-Ghancellory  and  is,  in  fact,  against  his 
conclusion. 


Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Lawson^  for  the  Plaintiflfe : — 

We  say,  first,  that  the  land  is  not  really  wanted  by  the  company 
for  the  purposes  of  the  railway,  and  is,  therefore,  not  within  the 
agreement;  secondly,  that  they  haye  waiyed  the  agreement;  and 
thirdly,  that  the  agreement  cannot  be  construed  to  mean  that 
they  were  at  all  times  to  haye  as  much  land  as  they  chose  to  ask 
for.    It  meant  that  if  they  happened  to  want  a  little  more  than 


by  serving  the  notice  to  treat,  the  com- 
pany had  wholly  waived  and  departed 
from  that  agreement.  Whatever  their 
rights  might  be  nnder  those  Acts,  they 
might  assert,  but  they  were  not  entitled 
to  retain  possession  of  the  land  under 
the  circumstances  which  existed. 

His  Honour  thought  that  the  con- 
duct of  the  railway  company  had  been 
eminently  unfair,  and  the  decree  must 
be  as  asked  for,  that  was  to  say,  an  in- 
junction restruning  them  from  re- 
maining any  longer  in  possession  of 
land  whidi  was  not  theirs,  and  which 
they  had  no  means  of  making  theirs. 
There  must  also  be  an  inquiry  as  to 
the  damages  to  be  paid  by  the  com- 
pany, and  they  must  pay  the  costs  of 
the  suit. 


The  terms  of  the  injunction  as 
finally  settled  were,  that  the  Defend- 
uits,  their  agents,  te.,  be  restrained 
**  from  continuing  in  possession  of  the 
lands  and  hereditaments  upon  which 
they  have  so  entered  as  aforesaid  (other 


than  and  except  such  land  as  they  shall 
mark  out  within  a  fortnight  as  one  sctq 
on  which  the  passenger  station  has  been 
erected  as  before  mentioned),  and  from 
continuing  to  use  the  same  for  spml 
banks,  or  otherwise  converting  the 
same  in  any  manner  to  the  purposes 
of  the  undertaking  of  the  Defendants, 
the  company,  unless  and  until  the 
amount  to  be  paid  to  the  Plaintiffs  by 
the  Defendants,  the  company,  in  respect 
of  the  said  lands  and  hereditaments 
(other  than  and  except  as  aforesaid) 
as  the  value  thereof,  and  for  compen- 
sation for  damage  thereto  as  aforesaid, 
shall  have  been  ascertained  by  arbi- 
tration under  the  provisions  of  the 
Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act^ 
1845.*'  An  inquiry  was  also  directed 
as  to  damages,  and  the  amount  so 
assessed  was  ordered  to  be  paid  by  the 
company,  with  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

(1)  31  Beav.  604. 

(2)  Law  Eep.  3  Gh.  679. 

(3)  2  J.  &  H.  746. 
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the  ten  acres  they  were  to  hare  it  at  £100  an  acre ;  bat  this  they  L.a 

must  be  able  to  ascertain  in  a  very  short  time,  and  they  cannot  i87S 

have  a  right  to  take  the  land  at  any  time.     They  do  not,  in  fact,  ^^ 

wuDt  this  htnd,  and  cannot  take  it :  Flower  t.  London,  BrigUon,  aJt— 

and  South  Coasi  BaUvxiy  Company  (1).     We  are,  howcTer,  content  EAinur 

that  they  shall  hare  the  land  under  their  notice  to  treat,  paying,  of        

cooTBo,  the  price  fixed  by  arbitration  or  by  a  jury. 

The  LoBD  Chancellob  stated  that  he  had  no  doabt  that  the 
coiDpany  might  have  the  land  under  the  agreement,  bat  could  not 
have  costs,  as  they  had  made  snch  blonders.  He  wished  to  hear  a 
reply  as  to  the  slips  only. 

Mr.  Litde,  in  reply,  said  that  the  company  were  willing,  as  to  all 
the  land  covered  by  slips,  and  not  included  in  the  notice  to  treat, 
to  aj^y  to  the  Privy  Council  ander  5  &  6  Vict  c.  55,  s.  14,  and 
to  pay  for  the  land  so  taken ;  the  valne  to  be  fixed  onder  that  Act. 


LoKD  Hathbblet,  L.G. : — 

I  am  sorry  that  I  am  compelled  to  differ  Irom  the  learned  Vice- 
chancellor  as  to  the  result  of  the  blunders  which  have  been  made 
by  the  parties  to  thia  aoit. 

The  agreement  of  1863  does  not  seem  to  me  open  to  the  objec- 
tion made  and  acceded  to  by  the  Vice-Chancellor,  that  the  con- 
struction put  npon  it  by  the  Defendants  is  onreasonable.     [His 
Lordahip  then  commented  on  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  as  shew- 
ing that  the  owner  of  the  land  wished  to  have  a  station,  and  that  the 
£2000  to  be  given  was  to  cover  the  ten  acres  and  the  acre  wanted 
for  a  passenger  station,  and  the  damage  by  severance ;  and  that 
if  the  company  wanted  more  than  an  acre  for  their  station  and  other 
pnrposee,  they  were  to  pay  for  it  at  the  rata  of  £100  an  acre.) 
I  really  cannot  see  how  there  can  be  any  miaapprehenaion  as 
to  the  constmction  of  that  agreement     But  then  it  was  argued 
that  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  suppose  that  the  landowners 
were  going  to  bind  themselves  to  sell  at  any  time  hereafter  all 
or  any  part  of  their  estate  of  200  acres  at  this  prioe  of  &^^  ^^ 
acre.    It  is  said  that  this  would  be  an  extravagant  snppo^^*^^' 
(1)  2  Dr.  ft  Sm.  330;  11  Jur.  (N.SO  4oe. 
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L.  a  because  the  land  was  intended  to  be  built  upon  and  would  increase 
1872  in  value,  and  it  could  not  be  supposed  that  the  Flaintifid  would 
give  unlimited  powers  for  all  time  over  their  whole  200  acres.  But 


^-  that  is  not  a  reasonable  way  of  construing  this  agreement.  The 
Eastebn  powers  of  the  company  do  not  extend  to  the  200  acres,  or  to  any- 
J^  '  thing  like  it,  nor  could  any  conceivable  thing  happen  which,  in 
this  remote  place,  would  give  a  power  to  the  company  to  take  for 
their  purposes  200  acres,  or  any  large  portion  of  the  land.  If  they 
ever  proposed  such  a  thing,  or  anything  like  it,  the  Court  would 
say  it  was  an  absurdity,  and  that  they  had  no  power  to  do  so.  I 

It  was^  however,  a  very  possible  and  a  very  conceivable  thing 
that,  wanting  a  passengers'  station,  they  might  thereafter  want  a 
goods  station.  There  might  also  be  slips,  and  if  they  occurred 
during  the  time  their  powers  lasted,  so  that  the  company  might 
require  more  land,  and  for  such  purposes,  they  would,  under 
this  agreement,  be  entitled  to  the  land  at  the  price  of  £100  an 
acre. 

Then  it  was  said  that  it  is  unreasonable  that  their  powers 
should  be  unlimited  in  point  of  time.  I  hold  distinctly  that  they 
are  not  unlimited  in  point  of  time.  The  agreement  says,  and  I  am 
not  sure  that  I  could  not  infer  as  much  if  it  did  not,  that  it  is  to  be 
supplementary  to  the  Lands  Clauses  Ad,  and  not  in  substitution 
for  it.  The  parties  were  making  a  bargain,  and  these  are  the  sup- 
plemental provisions.  Having  the  price  fixed,  and  having  deter- 
mined upon  a  station,  all  the  rest  of  the  Act  remained  applicable ; 
and,  amongst  other  things,  the  time  within  which  the  works  were 
to  be  made.  This  agreement  would  not  run  for  all  time,  and 
merely  fixed  the  price  instead  of  leaving  it  to  be  settled  by  a  jury 
or  by  arbitration — ^that  is  all.  I  cannot  understand  why  it  should 
be  thought  to  be  a  roving  agreement  extending  over  200  acres  of 
land,  or  for  an  indefinite  period  of  time. 

Then  reading  the  agreement  so,  I  hold  that  the  company  may, 
within  the  time  within  which  they  are  to  finish  their  works,  have 
whatever  land  they  want  at  £100  an  acre.  I  say  within  that 
time,  because  a  notice  to  treat  given  by  a  company  is  perfectly 
good  so  long  as  the  company  are  empowered  to  carry  into  effect 
their  works  under  the  Act  of  Parliament,  and  no  longer.  It  may 
be  given  the  day  before  the  compulsory  powers  to  take  the  land 
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expire,  and  theu  it  will  last  until  the  time  for  which  that  land  is 
wanted,  namely,  the  time  for  making  the  works,  has  also  expired, 
but  no  longer. 

As  to  the  land  covered  by  slips,  I  hold  that,  whenever  the 
company,  daring  the  time  they  had  for  the  completion  of  their 
works,  discovered  that  they  wanted  more  land  in  consequence 
of  miscalculations  made  by  them  in  the  execution  of  the  works, 
that  land  would  fall  within  the  agreement,  and  would  be  paid  for 
accordingly.  Whatever  they  might  afterwards  want,  they  must 
take  and  pay  for  under  the  powers  of  the  Act,  5  &  6  Yiot  c  55, 
8.  14,  which  authorizes  the  Lords  of  the  Committee  of  the  Privy 
Council  to  grant  the  requisite  powers  to  railway  companies  when 
slips  or  similar  accidents  happen,  and  then  the  fair  value  of  the 
land  must  be  ascertained  in  the  usual  way,  either  by  a  jury  or  by 
arbitration. 

Therefore,  so  far  the  whole  matter  seems  plain,  and  if  nothing 
else  had  happened,  the  course  of  the  company  would  have  been 
plain  and  simple ;  but  the  company  began  by  a  blunder  in  sending 
a  notice  to  treat  in  the  ordinary  way.     [His  Lordship  then  stated 
the  proceedings,  and  said  that  thereupon  the  landowner  might 
have  at  once  demanded  £100  an  acre.]    This  was  entirely  different 
from   the  case  cited,  Bedford  BaHway  Company  v.  Stanley  (1), 
where  the  agreement  was  on  one  side  only,  and  I  held  that  the 
company  were  not  bound  until  they  had  accepted  the  terms  offered 
by  the  landowners ;  and  as  they  had  not  done  so,  that  the  land- 
owners were  not  bound.    Here  it  is  a  binding  agreement  between 
the  landowner  and  the  railway  company,  which  either  side  had  a 
right  to  insist  upon.    It  is  said,  however,  that  the  company  was 
bound  by  this  notice  to  treat,  and  so  the  Yice-Chancellor  was  in- 
duced to  hold.     That  might  be  reasonable  if  more  had  not  been 
dona    But  a  g^reat  deal   more  was  done,  and  evidently  neither 
side  considered  this  notice  to  treat  as  a  r^^ular  notice  to  treat  in 
the  usual  manner,  for  until  1867  neither  party  took  a  auig^®  ^^^ 
tinder  the  notice,  except  that  the  company  took  possession  o^  ^^ 
land — a  very  unreasonable  action  on  their  part,  because  they  had 
not  paid  for  it,  and  they  were  not  to  take  poeaearion  until  they 
had  paid  for  it.    [His  Lordship  then  comm^ited  on  thepioo^^^^^^ 

(1)  2  J.  A  a  746. 
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L.  C.       and  correspondence  between  the  landowners  and  the  company,  and 

1872        held  that  both  sides  had  made  mistakes,  and  that  tlie  company 

^^p       were  not,  under  the  circumstances,  bound  by  the  blunders  of  their 

_  «•  clerk.] 

South-  ^ 

EA8TERK         So  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion,  as  I  said  before,  that  all  the 

'  land  wanted  by  the  company  beyond  the  one  acre  which  they  have 

already  paid  for,-  must  be  paid  for  at  £100  per  acre,  with  interest 
at  £5  per  cent.,  as  it  should  have  been  paid  for  forthwith.  Then 
as  to  the  land  covered  by  the  slips,  I  think  that  as  to  the  slips 
which  have  happened  before  the  time  for  completing  those  works, 
that  would  be  land  wanted  for  the  purpose  of  the  railway,  and 
would  be  within  the  agreement,  for  sale  at  £1U0  per  acre.  But 
any  other  land  covered  by  slips  will  have  to  be  taken  at  a  price 
to  be  ascertained  in  the  usual  way. 

I  ought  to  have  noticed  one  subject  which  was  pressed  in  the 
argument,  and  which  is  of   considerable    general    importance, 
namely,  how  far  we  are  or  are  not  bound  by  the  engineer's  evi- 
dence about  lands  being  wanted  for  the  purpose  of  the  railway. 
The  question  hardly  arises  upon  this  appeal,  because  the  Yice- 
Chancellor  has  decreed  that  when  the  company  have  ascertained 
the  price  to  be  paid  for  the  land,  they  shall  hold   this  very 
land  in  question ;  and  I  must  assume  that  the  Yice-Chancellor 
would  not  have  ordered  anything  illegal.    It  would  be  illegal  to 
order  them  to  take  land  which  was  not  wanted  for  the  purpose 
of  their  railway.   But  independently  of  that  consideration,  I  must 
say  that  the  affidavits  filed  by  the  company  seem  to  me  quite 
sufficient  for  such  a  purpose  as  this.    If  they  said  that  they  might 
possibly  want  the  whole  200  acres,  that  would  be  idle ;  but  the 
company  may  want  two  or  three  acres  for  the  purpose  of  a  goods 
station,  and  the  manager  and  engineer  have  sworn  that  the  two  or 
three  acres  were  taken  with  a  prospective  view  of  making  a 
station  for  the  wants  and  necessities  of  the  railway.    I  apprehend 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  company,  and  quite  within  their  province,  if 
they  think  there  is  a  reasonable  probability  that  such  a  station 
may  be  wanted,  to  secure  the  land  for  that  purpose,  and  not  to 
wait  until  their  powers  have  expired.    The  company  must  calcu- 
late their  wants  according  to  the  intention  and  objects  of  their 
scheme,  and  of  the  likelihood  of  a  traffic  coming.    Those  wants 
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must  be  supplied  within  the  limited  time,  and  if  their  officers 
pledge  their  oaths  that  this  is  done  with  a  view  to  a  traffic 
likely  to  come,  I  think  that  is  all  the  Court  is  authorized  to  look 
to,  and  the  C!ourt  cannot  speculate  as  to  whether  or  not  it  is  too 
mucli  or  too  little,  always  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court, 
in  any  case  of  manifest  fraud  upon  an  agreement,  or  upon  an  Act 
of  Parliament  As  yice-Chancellor  Z^in^iersZey,  in  i^Tbtrer  t.  XoiMJon, 
Brighton^  and  South  Good  BaUway  Company  (1),  said,  the  Court 
i¥ill  not  act  upon  the  mere  oath  of  an  engineer  that  he  wants  so 
much,  and  there  must  be  some  appearance  of  probability  before  the 
Court  will  act  upon  it.  I  think  that  here  the  land  may  well  be 
wanted  for  railway  purposes.  The  owners  are  not  adverse  to  sell 
at  the  increased  price,  and  the  Yice-Chancellor  has  ordered  the 
land  to  be  given,  which  I  apprehend  he  never  would  have  done  if 
he  thought  it  was  for  an  ill^al  purpose.  I  think  it  very  important 
that  the  principle  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Stockton  and  Darlington 
Railway  Company  y.  Brown  (2)  should  be  considered  as  settled, 
and  that  the  Court  should  be  saved  from  a  deluge  of  affidavits  as 
to  whether  land  is  wanted  or  not,  by  simply  saying  that  the  Court 
will  take  the  engineer's  word  for  it  when  he  gives  it  with  a 
reasonable  appearance  of  accuracy. 

SoL'citor  for  the  Plaintifis :  Mr.  /.  H.  Johnson. 
Solicitor  for  the  Company :  Hr.  Ceams. 


L.C. 

1872 

Kemp 
r. 

SOCTH- 
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(1)  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  330;  11  Jnr.  (N.S.)  406. 

(2)  9  H.  L.  C.  246;  6  Jur.  (N.  S.)  1168. 
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L.  0.  BRIGGS  V.  UPTON. 

^  [1871    P.    196.] 

Dec.  20, 21. 

Settlement — Legal  Repreeentaiives, 

1872 

Jan,  29.  ^^  ^  settlement  the  words  '*  to  pay  to  legal  representatiyeB  in  a  due  oonrae 

— -  of  administnition  " :— * 

Held,  to  amount  to  a  direction  to  pay  to  next  of  kin,  and  not  to  execntore 
or  administrators. 
Order  of  Wickene^  V.O.,  affirmed. 

15  7  an  indenture  of  settlement  dated  the  2nd  of  Jane,  1825, 
made  on  the  marriage  of  Jane  Briggd  with  John  Upton,  after 
reciting  that  Jane  Brigge  was  entitled,  nnder  the  will  of  her  father, 
to  a  reyersion  in  fee,  expectant  on  the  death  of  her  mother,  in  an 
nndiyided  fourth  part  of  certain  hereditaments ;  that  she  was  pos- 
sessed of  a  sum  of  £1900  New  Fonr  per  Cent.  Annuities ;  and  that 
upon  the  treaty  for  the  marriage,  and  in  order  to  make  some  pro- 
vision for  the  said  Jcme  Briggs,  and  for  the  issue  of  the  marriage, 
it  was  agreed  that  \he  hereditaments  and  the  annuities  should  be 
vested  in  WiUiam  Briggs  and  J.  E.  Upton,  their  heirs,  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  upon  the  trusts  thereinafter  expressed, 
it  was  witnessed  that  Jane  Briggs  conveyed  to  the  trustees, 
their  heirs  and  assigns,  the  share  of  the  said  Jane  Briggs  in  the 
said  hereditaments ;  and  it  was  declared  that  the  trustees  should 
stand  seised  of  the  said  one-fourth  part  of  the  said  hereditaments 
upon  trust,  either  in  the  lifetime  of  the  mother,  or  as  soon  as  con- 
veniently might  be  after  her  decease,  with  the  consent  of  Jane 
Briggs,  if  she  should  be  then  living,  and  if  she  should  be  then 
dead,  then  of  their  own  proper  authority,  to  sell  the  said  share  of 
the  said  hereditaments.  And  it  was  declared  that  the  trustees 
should  stand  possessed  of  the  sum  of  £1900  New  Four  per  Gent. 
Annuities,  and  of  the  moneys  to  arise  from  such  sale,  upon  trusts 
to  invest  as  therein  mentioned,  and  to  pay  the  annual  produce  of 
the  investments  unto  Jane  Briggs  and  John  Upton  during  their 
joint  lives,  and  to  the  survivor  of  them  during  his  or  her  life,  and 
after  the  decease  of  such  survivor  to  hold  the  same  upon  certain 
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tmsts  for  the  benefit  of  the  children  and  issue  of  Jane  Sriggs  as  L.  a 
she  should  by  deed  appoint^  and  in  default  of  appointment,  for  1871 
the  benefit  of  her  children  and  issue.  And  it  was  further  declared 
that  in  default  of  children  or  issue  to  take  under  the  trusts  above 
mentioned^  the  trustees  should  stand  possessed  of  **  the  said  trust 
moneys  and  premises,  and  the  accumulated  interest  and  diyidends, 
in  trust  for  such  person  or  persons,  and  for  such  uses,  intents,  and 
purposes,  and  subject  to  such  conditions,  as  she,  the  said  Jane 
Briggs  (party  hereto),  notwithstanding  her  intended  or  any 
future  coverture  or  covertures,  by  any  deed  or  iustrument  in 
writing,  or  by  her  last  will  and  testament  in  writing,  shall  direct 
or  appoint ;  and  in  default  of  such  direction  or  appointment,  then 
upon  trust  to  pay  or  transfer  the  said  trust  moneys  and  premises 
unto  the  legal  representatives  of  the  said  Jane  BriggB  (party 
hereto)  in  a  due  course  of  administration." 

Part  only  of  the  deed  was  set  out  in  the  bill,  but  by  consent 
the  whole  deed  was  taken  to  be  before  the  Court,  and  it  appeared 
that  in  several  places  in  the  deed  the  words  **  executors  or  admi- 
nistrators" were  used  in  the  technical  sense ;  but  in  one  place  the 
word  '' representatives,"  and  in  another  place  the  words ''personal 
representatives,"  were  used  when  the  meaning  would,  in  technical 
words,  be  expressed  by  *'  executors  or  administrators." 

The  marriage  took  place  shortly  after  the  date  of  the  settle- 
ment. Jane  Btigge  (then  Jane  Upton)  died  in  1829  without  issue, 
and  without  having  exercised  any  of  the  powers  reserved  to  her 
by  the  settlement.  She  left  her  husband  her  surviving;  also  her 
mother,  a  brother,  a  sister,  and  a  nephew ;  and  they  were  her  only 
next  of  kin. 

John  Upton,  in  1830,  obtained  a  grant  of  letters  of  administra- 
tion of  the  personal  estate  of  Jane  Upton. 

Jane  Briggs,  the  mother,  died  in  1847;  and  the  share  of  Ja/ne 
Upton  in  the  real  estate  was  sold  in  1850  by  the  trustees  of  the 
settlement ;  and  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  amounting  to  £562,  were 
paid  by  them  to  John  Upton,  to  whom  the  annuities  had  also  been 
transferred,  in  the  belief  that  John  Upton  took  these  gumB  under 
the  settlement  as  administrator  to  his  wife. 

John  Upton  died  m  1871,  and  the  bill  in  tbis  suit  was  then  fi^^ 
by  Oeorge  Briggs,  one  of  the  next  of  kin  of  Jane  DpfOfi,  ^&^^ 
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the  executors  of  John  UpUm  and  the  surviying  trastee  of  the 
marriage  settlement,  praying  a  declaration  that  the  Plaintiff  and 
the  other  next  of  kin  of  Jane  Upton  were,  under  the  trosts  of  the 
settlement,  entitled  to  the  funds  comprised  therein. 

The  Defendants  demurred  for  want  of  equity,  and  the  Yice- 
Chancellor  Wickena  overruled  the  demurrer  (1). 

respect  of  his  beneficial  interest  in  his 
wife's  property — a  remark  which  de- 
rives weight  from  the  way  in  which 
those  words  are  used  in  the  Statute  <^ 
DtstributUms,  and  probably  in  some  de- 
gree from  the  decision  in  Robinson  t. 
8mUh  (6  Sim.  47).  The  words  "in  a 
due  course  of  administration,"  it  is 
suggested,  point  the  same  way.  In 
the  case  of  Bobimon  v.  Smith  reliance 
was  placed  by  the  Yice-Chancellor  on  the 
word  "pay,**  as  denoting  that  the  husband 
of  the  lady,  who  was  the  trustee  under 
the  will,  was  not  to  take  beneficially, 
since  in  that  case  he  would  "  retain." 
But  this  remark  would  apply  to  the 
case  of  an  appointment  under  the  ante- 
cedent power,  in  which  the  word  must 
necessarily  have  meant  "pay  or  re- 
tain," since  it  could  not  have  been  in- 
tended to  exclude  the  husband  from 
the  possibility  of  his  being  an  appointee. 
A  somewhat  similar  remark  might  be 
founded  in  this  case  on  the  plural 
"representatives,"  which  must  mean 
representative  or  representatives,  but 
is,  of  course,  not  strictly  applicable  to 
the  husband.  Notwithstanding  the 
criticism  on  the  case  of  Robinwn  v. 
Smithy  I  think  it  is  somewhat  in  the 
Plaintiffs  favour.  On  the  other  side 
reliance  is  placed  on  the  recital  as  shew- 
ing an  absence  of  intention  to  benefit 
the  next  of  kin,  and  the  rights  of  the 
wife's  antecedent  creditors  are  sug« 
gested ;  but  principally,  and  above  all, 
reliance  is  placed  on  the  absence  of  any 
such  express  words  as  are  required  to 
exclude  the  husband's  prima  faci^ 
right.     It  might  perhaps  have  been 


(1)  1871.  Nov.  20. 

Sir  John  Wiokknb,  V.O.  : — 

I  think  that  the  true  construction  of 
the  sentence  is  that  the  administration 
or  disposition  of  the  fund  in  question 
is  vested  in  the  trustees  of  the  settle- 
ment, and  not  in  the  executors  or  ad- 
ministrators of  the  wife.  That  circum- 
stance, and  the  further  circumstance 
that  the  words  *'  executors  or  adminis- 
trators" are  repeatedly  used  in  the 
settlement,  are,  I  think,  sufficient  to 
shew  that  the  words  *'  legal  representa- 
tives "  are  not  to  be  construed  "  exe- 
cutors or  administrators."  In  fact,  the 
substitution  of  these  words  for  the  ex- 
ist! og  words  would  make  the  sentence 
inaccurate.  The  question  remains 
whether  the  construction  to  be  adopted 
is  person  or  persons  who  would  have 
taken  under  the  Statute  of  Distribu- 
tions, excluding  the  husb&nd,  or  person 
or  persons  who  would  be  entitled  to 
the  personal  estate  if  the  wife  had 
died  intestate.  This  appears  to  me 
to  be  a  question  of  great  difficulty. 
Against  the  claim  of  the  husband  it  is 
said,  first,  that  as  this  is  a  marriage 
settlelnent,  if  it  had  been  intended  that 
he  should  take  the  whole  if  he  had 
survived,  it  would  probably  have  been 
so  expressed;  and,  secondly,  which  is 
perhaps  the  same  argument  in  another 
form,  l^that  to  give  effect  to  his  claim 
would  be  equivalent  to  striking  the 
clause  out  of  the  instrument.  Further, 
it  is  said  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff  that 
the  words  "l^gal  representatives"  do 
not  properly  describe  the  husband  in 
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L.C.  Sir  BoundeU  Palmer,   Q.C.,  and   Mr.  Chitttf,  for  the   Plain- 

1871        tiff  :— 

Brigos  We  contend  that  there  is  an  exhaustive  declaration  of  the  trusts, 
Ui'TON.  excluding  the  husband  entirely.  That  was  the  object  of  the  settle- 
ment.  It  neyer  was  intended  to  limit  the  ultimate  trusts  to  the 
wife,  as  she  had  a  power  to  dispose  of  the  property  by  her  will, 
and  therefore  it  was  needless  to  limit  the  property  to  her  executors 
and  administrators  in  order  to  give  her  a  power  of  disposition. 
These  are  words  of  purchase  and  not  of  limitation.  In  other 
parts  of  the  will,  and  where  an  estate  is  intended  to  go  to  the 
executors  or  administrators,  it  is  so  expressed.  The  words  ''in 
due  course  of  administration  "  apply  to  the  trustees  of  the  settle* 
ment,  and  are  a  direction  to  them.  If  the  whole  was  to  go  to  the 
husband  as  administrator,  there  would  be  but  one  taker,  and  no 
due  course  of  administration :  Squib  v.  Wyn  (1) ;  Mlioi  y.  Collier  (2). 
The  husband  is  not  a  next  of  kin  within  the  Statute  of  Dietribu- 
iions.  These  words  were  held  to  mean  next  of  kin  in  Bridge  t. 
Ahbot  (3);  Watt  v.  WaU  (4);  Qrafftey  r.  Humpage  (5);  Cotton  v. 
CoUon{(S);  MilneY.0abart{7);  In  re  Newton's  Trusts  (8)  ;  Bohit^ 
son  Y.  Smith  (9).  If  the  intention  was  that  the  estate  should  go 
as  contended  for  by  the  Defendants,  why  were  the  words  "  execu- 
tors and  administrators  "  not  used  ?  As  to  the  theory  that  there  was 
an  intention  to  provide  for  the  payment  of  the  wife's  debts,  that 
is  absurd,  as  the  period  is  postponed  until  the  death  of  the  hus- 
band. Baines  v.  Ottey  (10) ;  Bulmer  v.  Jay  (11) ;  Wilson  v.  Ptfife- 
ington  (12),  are  very  similar.  ]  i , 

Mr.  Oreene,  in  reply  :— 

Cotton  Y.  Cotton  was  a  very  difficult  case,  and  was  not  intended 
to  override  the  other  authorities.  Bridge  y.  AVbol  was  not  a 
case  of  a  husband  as  representative  of  his  wife.  In  many  cases 
there'  was  a  dear  intention  to  distribute ;  but  there  is  nothing 

(1)  1  P.  Wms.  378.  (7)  2  D.  M.  &  G.  716 ;  5  D.  M.  & 

(2)  1  Yes.  Sen.  15 ;  3  Atk.  526.  G.  510. 

(3)  3  Bro.  a  C.  224.  (8j  Law  Rep.  4  Eq.  171. 

(4)  3  Ves.  244.  (9)  6  Sim.  47. 

(5)  1  Beav.  46.  (10)  1  My.  &  K.  465. 

(6)  2  Beav.  67.  (11)  4  Sim,  48. 

(12)  11  Jur.  637* 
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]^.0.  The  Yice-Chancellor  has  further  said  that   thronghoat   the 

1872       settlement  the  terms  '*  executors  and  administrators"  are  constantly 
J^       used  when  those  terms  are  required  for  the  purpose  of  indicating 
r.         the  persons  properly  so  described.    It  turns  out,  on  examining  the 
Uptw.      ^j^qIq  Qf  ii^Q  deed,  not  to  be  quite  invariably  so.    The  deed  is  in- 
accurately framed  in  a  variety  of  ways,  and  in  other  places  the 
words  "  personal  representatives  "  are  used  where  they  obviously 
mean  executors  or  administrators. 

The  construction  that  these  words  mean  here  next  of  kin  is,  I  think, 
strengthened  by  referring  to  the  disposal  of  the  real  estate.  This 
is  a  marriage  settlement  in  which  the  settlor,  the  lady,  is  disposing 
of  both  realty  and  personalty.  To  the  realty,  of  course,  the  hus- 
band would  not  be  entitled  if  no  settlement  at  all  had  been  made, 
except  to  a  life  interest  as  tenant  by  the  courtesy.  But  she  directs 
the  two  funds  to  be  paid  over  as  one  to  those  persons  who  take 
under  the  ultimate  limitations  of  the  settlement.  That  is  open  to 
the  observation  which  was  made  by  Lord  Alvanley  in  Jennings  v. 
QaUimore  (1),  where  the  testator  having  a  power  used  exactly  the 
same  expression  as  he  had  used  in  a  previous  settlement,  and 
almost  exactly  the  same  as  in  this  case.  Lord  Alvanley  there  said 
that  the  testator  could  not  have  intended  the  words  in  his  will  to 
mean  nothing  more  than  a  gift  to  William  OaUimore,  to  whom  he 
gave  the  rest  of  his  estate.  And  liOTd  Alvanley  held  that  the  pro- 
perty must  go  to  the  next  of  kin,  stating  distinctly  that  he  decided 
upon  the  will  and  not  upon  the  settlement.  The  limitation  over  was, 
however,  in  that  case,  not  to  the  representatives  of  the  wife ;  but 
probably  Ambrose  Oallimare,  and  not  the  wife,  was  the  settlor. 

Now  I  have  weighed  the  cases  which  have  been  cited,  and  I 
have  weighed  the  difSculties,  some  of  which  appear  to  present 
themselves  to  my  mind  more  strongly  than  they  did  to  the  mind 
of  the  Yice-Chancellor ;  for,  as  I  have  stated  in  respect  of  two  of 
his  observations,  I  am  not  fortunate  enough  to  concur  in  iheir 
force. 

There  still,  however,  remains  the  difficulty  that  this  is  a  settle- 
ment of  property  in  part  of  which  the  husband,  independently  of 
the  settlement,  could  take  no  interest  beyond  a  life  estate  as  tenant 

(I)  3  Ves.  146, 148. 
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L.  0.       enough  impressed  with  the  doubt  on  the  one  side  as  against  the  doubt 
1872       on  the  other,  to  lead  him  to  overrule  the  decision  already  come  to. 
BmGos      ^  I  cannot  take  upon  myself  in  this  case  of  great  difficulty  to 
ttJ!!i^       disturb  the  decision  at  which  the  Yice-Chancellor  has  arrived. 

I  confess  that  I  have  felt  extreme  difficulty  upon  the  whole 

case ;  but  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  I  ought  to  affirm 
the  decision. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  Biffe  dk  Co. 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendants :  Messrs.  Few  d  Co. 
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u  JJ.  By  an  indenture  of  release  dated  the  15th  of  June,  1825,  made 

1872  between  Bdbert  Foster  Chrant  DaUon  (then  B.  F.  Orant)  of  the  first 
^j]^  part,  divers  other  persons  of  the  next  ten  parts,  and  Charles  Ingram 
^'  of  the  twelfth  part»  and  by  a  fine  levied  in  pursuance  of  it,  the 
— -  Ingoldsthorpe  and  Snettisham  estates  were  conveyed  (subject^  as 
regarded  the  Ingoldsthorpe  estate,  to  a  mortgage  dated  the  11th  of 
January,  1785,  for  £15,000),  to  the  use  of  Charles  Ingram  in  fee, 
subject  to  a  proviso  for  reconveyance  to  Dalton  in  fee  on  payment 
by  him,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  to  Ingram^ 
his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  of  the  sum  of  £27,000  on 
the  15th  of  June,  1826,  and  of  interest  as  therein  mentioned.  This 
indenture  contained  a  power  of  sale,  which  provided  that  if  default 
should  be  made  in  payment  of  the  interest  of  the  £27,000,  or  any 
part  thereof,  for  the  space  of  one  calendar  month  or  upwards  next 
after  any  of  the  days  or  times  thereinbefore  appointed  for  payment 
thereof,  or  default  should  be  made  in  payment  of  the  principal  sum 
of  £27,000  on  the  day  thereinbefore  appointed  for  payment  of  the 
same,  then  and  in  such  case,  or  at  any  time  thereafter,  although 
no  advantage  should  have  been  taken  of  any  previous  default,  it 
should  be  lawful  for  Ingram^  his  heirs  or  assigns,  to  sell  the  mort- 
gaged property,  either  together  or  in  parcels,  &c.,  &c.  The  power 
contained  the  usual  clauses,  except  that  there  was  no  stipulation 
for  giving  notice  before  exercising  it. 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  23rd  of  July,  1827,  the  sum  of 
£3000,  part  of  the  mortgage  debt  of  £15,000,  secured  by  the 
indenture  of  the  11th  of  January,  1785,  was  assigned  to  Ingram 
absolutely. 

By  an  indenture  of  release  dated  the  2nd  of  July,  1830, 
grounded  on  a  lease  for  a  year,  and  made  between  Ingram  of  the 
first  part,  B.  F.  O.  DaUan  of  the  second  part,  and  Key  and  Bichard- 
son  of  the  third  part,  after  reciting,  among  other  things,  the  mort- 
gage of  the  11th  of  January,  1785,  and  after  a  recital  of  the  deed 
of  the  15th  of  June,  1825,  concluding  with  '*  And  in  the  said  now 
reciting  indenture  a  power  or  trust  for  sale  is  also  contained  for 
the  better  securiug  of  the  said  principal  sum  and  interest ;  but  the 
said  power  has  not  been  and  is  not  intended  to  be  exercised,"  and 
after  reciting  the  assignment  to  Ingram  of  the  23rd  of  July,  1827, 
and  reciting  that  the  said  two  sums  of  £3000  and  £27,000  re- 
mained due  to  Ingram  on  his  said  securities,  but  that  all  interest 
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L.  J  J.      tioned,  and  should  also  half-yearly,  on  the  2nd  of  January  and  July 
1872       in  every  year,  in  the  meantime  and  until  payment  of  the  principal, 
B^       pay  interest  for  the  same  at  the  rate  of  £5  per  cent,  per  annum 
Prbib.     ^*t^o^*  *^^y  deductions,  Key  and  BichardAon^  or  the  surviyor  of 
them,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  would  reconvey.    There  followed  a  pro- 
viso that  the  £30,000  should  remain  on  this  security  for  seven  years, 
without  any  right  on  the  part  of  DaUon  or  his  representatives  to 
pay  it  off  sooner,  and  without  any  right  on  the  part  of  Key 
and  Richardson  to  foreclose  or  to  call  for  payment  within  that 
period,  subject  to  the  further  proviso  that  if  default  should  be  made 
in  payment  of  the  interest  of  the  £30,000  or;  some  part  thereof, 
for  the  space  of  three  calendar  months  from  any  one  of  the  half- 
yearly  days  of  payment,  or  if  DdUon  should  die  within  the  seven 
years,  then  it  should  be  lawful  for  Key  and  Biehardson,  or  the 
survivor  of  them,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  if  they 
or  he  should  think  fit,  and  should  signify  the  same  by  some  writing 
under  his  or  their  hand  or  hands,  to  call  in  the  principal  and  inte- 
rest within  the  seven  lyears,  as  if  the  term  of  seven  years  bad 
expired  by  lapse  of  time.    There  was  a  covenant  for  payment  of 
the  £30,000  following  the  terms  of  the  proviso  for  redemption. 
There  was  a  power  of  sale  to  arise  **  if  default  shall  be  made  in  pay- 
ment of  the  said  principal  sum  of  £30,000,  or  the  interest  thereof, 
or  any  part  thereof,' contrary  to  the  proviso  or  agreement  for  re- 
demption hereinbefore  contained,"  with  an  ample  clause  exone- 
rating purchasers  from  seeing  to  the  validity  of  the  sale  as 
regarded  the  giving  of  such  notice  as  thereinafter  was  mentioned, 
or  otherwise.    At  the  end  of  the  power  was  this  covenant :  *^  And 
each  of  them,  the  said  W.  Key  and  E.  Biehardson^  doth  by  these 
presents  for  himself,  &c.,  covenant  with  the  said  B.  F.  Q.  BdUm^ 
liis  heirs  and  assigns,  that  no  sale  or  sales,  or  notice  of  such  sale  or 
sales  of  the  said  hereditaments  and  premises,  or  of  any  part  of  the 
same,  shall,  or  may  be  made  or  given  by  the  said  W.  Key  and  E. 
Biehardeon,  or  the  survivors,  &c.,  before  or  until  he  or  they  shall  have 
given  to  the  said  B.  F.  O.  DaUon^  his  heirs  or  assigns,  or  lefb  with  him 
or  them  at  the  last  or  most  usual  place  of  his  or  their  residence  or 
abode  in  England,  three  calendar  months'  notice  in  writing  demand- 
ing payment  of  the  money  which  at  the  end  of  the  time  shall  be 
due  to  the  said  W.  Key  and  E,  Biehardsan,  or  the  survivor,  &c., 


890  OHANGEBY  APPEALS.  [L.  fi. 

L.  JX      to  be  exercised.    The  very  expression  that  it  was  not  intended  to 

1872       be  exercised  imports  that  it  was  still  to  exist    The  next  recital 

^^       shews  the  intention  that  the  transferees  were  to  have  all  the 

*•         powers  of  the  deed  of  1825.    A  new  power  of  sale  was  of  use 

because  the  old  power  only  extended  to  tEe  £27fi00,  not  to  the 

other  £3000,  so  the  giving  it  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  transferees 
retaining  the  old  one.  It  has  been  decided  that  the  concurrence 
of  the  mortgagor  in  a  transfer  deed  with  a  new  proviso  for  redemp- 
tion and  covenant  for  payment  does  not  extinguish  the  old  power 
of  sale :  Young  v.  Roberts  (1).  The  judgment  in  Curling  v.  ShutOe- 
worth  (2)  is  unintelligible.  The  operative  part  being  clear,  it  is 
not  to  be  departed  from  trf  res  pereat :  Carver  v.  Bichards  (3) ; 
Young  v.  Smith  (4).  A  clear  operative  part  cannot  be  modified 
by  a  recital :  WeHesley  v.  Lord  Momington  (5). 

The  Solicitor-Oeneral  (Sir  O.  Jessel)^  and  Mr.  Chapman  Barber, 
for  one  of  the  mesne  incumbrancers : — 

We  contend  that  there  is  no  such  rule  as  that  a  clear  operative 
part  cannot  be  controlled  by  a  recital.  The  whole  instrument 
must  be  looked  at,  and  the  intention  of  the  parties  collected  from 
it.  Walsh  V.  Trevannion  (6)  clearly  shews  this.  The  recital 
amounts  to  an  agreement :  Bigby  v.  Great  Western  Bailwag  Oom^ 
pany  (7).  The  assignment  of  the  powers  is  relied  on ;  but  the 
Appellants  admit  that  it  could  not  operate  according  to  its  terms ; 
they  say  it  was  suspended,  we  say  it  was  destroyed  by  its  inconsis- 
tency with  the  present  deed.  The  bargain  here  was,  that  the  old 
power  should  be  gone.  It  is  objected  that  this  gives  an  advantage 
to  mesne  incumbrancers,  and  no  doubt  it  does ;  but  so  does  the 
clause  providing  that  the  money  shall  not  be  called  in  for  seven 
years.  To  recite  the  power  of  sale  in  this  unusual  way  merely 
for  the  purpose  of  introducing  a  statement  that  it  is  not  intended 
to  be  exercised,  is  inconsistent  with  the  idea  of  keeping  it  on  foot. 
The  mortgagor  had  an  object  in  getting  rid  of  the  old  power,  for 
it  was  exerciseable  without  notice.    Mesne  incumbrancers  are  not 

(1)  15  Beav.  558.  (4)  35  Beav.  87. 

(2)  6  Bing.  121.  (5)  D.  P.,  not  reported. 

(8)  1  P.  P.  &  J.  648,  661.  (6)  16  Sim.  178 ;  15  Q.  B.  733. 

(7)  4  Railw.  Cas.  176. 
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L.  jj.      JSiB  VV.  M.  James,  L.J. : — 

1872  ^ffQ  think  that  after  the  fall  argument  which  this  case  has 

BoTD  undergone,  it  is  not  necessary  to  reserve  our  judgment.  I  am  of 
Petrib.  opinion  that  too  much  effect  has  been  given  by  the  Master  of  tho 
Bolls  in  his  declaration  to  the  words  of  the  recital,  that  it  was  not 
intended  that  the  power  of  sale  should  be  exercised.  It  appears 
to  me  quite  clear  that  apart  from  that  recital  there  could  have 
been  no  doubt  whatever  upon  the  intention  of  the  parties  with 
respect  to  the  former  securities.  It  is  the  common  course  of  con- 
veyancing, where  a  new  mortgagee  is  advancing  money  for  the 
purpose  of  paying  off  persons  entitled  to  old  securities,  to  take  an 
assignment  of  all  the  existing  mortgage  debts,  and  also  of  all  the 
securities,  of  all  the  remedies,  of  everything  that  the  old  mortgagees 
had,  so  as  to  keep  them  alive  for  the  further  security  of  himself 
as  new  mortgagee,  in  order  that  he  may  be  protected  against  any 
intervening  incumbrances  which  may  have  been  made  by  the 
mortgagor  in  the  interval  between  the  dates  of  the  two  deeds.  It 
being  of  course  possible  that  the  borrower  may  have  created  some 
mesne  incumbrance,  it  is  always  considered  prudent  to  take  an 
assignment  of  everything  then  existing  in  the  nature  of  security, 
not  for  the  purpose  of  altering  the  bargain  between  the  mortgagee 
and  the  mortgagor,  but  for  the  purpose  of  having  an  additional 
security  for  the  performance  of  that  bargain.  In  the  present  case, 
both  sides  having  agreed  that  the  mortgage  should  remain  on  foot 
for  seven  years,  unless  the  mortgagor  made  default  in  payment  of 
interest  or  died  in  the  interval,  nothing  was  to  be  done,  no  power 
was  to  be  exercised,  no  remedy  was  to  be  resorted  to,  and  no  right 
was  to  be  enforced,  except  in  conformity  with  the  terms  of  this 
new  bargain,  and  with  due  regard  to  the  rights  of  the  mortgagor 
under  it.  There  is  in  this  nothing  that  is  inconsistent  with  the 
subsistence  of  the  old  powers,  and  in  my  judgment  the  argument 
drawn  from  the  final  recital  is  unanswerable,  that  the  new  mort- 
gagees have  stipulated  for,  and  have  obtained  as  the  price  of  their 
advance  of  the  money,  that  the  old  mortgage  debts  and  mortgage 
securities  should  be  kept  alive  for  their  security.  That  being  so, 
it  would  require  something  very  precise  and  clear  in  any  of  the 
previous  recitals  or  expressions  in  the  deed  to  control  the  operative 
part  of  it,  or  to  affect  the  precisely  expressed  agreement  contained 
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L.  jj.      as  a  collateral  security,  if  necessary^  foi^  the  parpoae  of  the  security 
1872       intended  to  be  effected  by  the  deed  itseH    The  object  of  keep- 
s'      ing  alive  such  old  securities  obviously  is  to  prevent  any  persons 
Petri.     ^^^  "^^7  ^  meraie  incumbrancers  between  the  date  of  the  old 
—        mortgage  and  the  date  of  the  present  mortgage  from  obtaining 
any  rights  which  may  prejudice  the  security.    It  appears  to  me 
very  irrational  to  suppose  that  any  new  mortgagees  advancing 
money  for  the  purpose  of  paying  off  an  old  mortgage,  and  taking 
an  assignment  of  that  old  mortgage,  should  not  have  every  right 
which  the  old  mortgagees  had,  so  far  as  those  rights  are  consistent 
with  the  terms  on  which  the  money  is  advanced  under  the  new 
moiigiage. 

The  Whole  question  turns,  as  it  seems  to  me,  on  the  meaning  of 
the  recitals.  I  quite  agree  that  although  the  clause  in  question  is 
only  in  the  recitals,  and  not  in  the  operative  part  of  the  deed,  still 
if  it  had  in  unambiguous  terms  stated  that  the  power  was  never  to 
be  exercised — if,  instead  of  being  *'  has  not  been  and  is  not  in- 
tended to  be  exercised,"  it  had  been  ^'has  not  been  and  is  agreed 
not  to  be  exercised,"  or  "  has  not  been  and  is  not  to  be  exercised  " 
— I  should  have  thought  that  that  would  have  amounted  to  an 
agreement  that  it  should  never  be  exercised;  and  although  I 
might  have  thought  it  strange  that  mortgagees  advancing  their 
money  should  consent  to  such  a  clause,  yet  if  I  found  the  clause 
there  I  should  have  felt  bound  to  give  effect  to  it.  But  the  literal 
meaning  of  the  words  does  not  import  that.  All  that  the  words 
literally  import  is,  that  the  power  has  not  been  exercised,  and  that 
there  is  no  present  intention  of  exercising  it;  and  although  I  quite 
admit  that  if  from  the  whole  scope  and  context  of  the  deed  it 
could  be  seen  that  the  intention  was  that  the  power  should  not  be 
exercised,  the  words  ''is  not  intended  to  be  exercised  "  might  be 
sufiScient  to  constitute  an  agreement  that  it  never  should  be  exer- 
cised, yet  I  think  they  ought  not  to  be  so  construed  unless  we  can 
see  from  the  whole  scope  and  context  of  the  deed  that  that  which 
is  not  the  literal  meaning  must  have  been  the  intention  of  the 
parities.  In  my  opinion,  the  whole  scope  and  context  of  the  deed 
prove  it  to  be  very  improbable  that  such  was  the  intention  of  the 
parties,  and  shew,  on  the  contrary,  that  the  intention  was  to  keep 
the  old  securities  alive  for  the  purpose  of  affording  additional 
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L.  JJ.      Sj/monB  (t  Company^  Limited,  a  company  established  under  the 
1872        Ccmpaniea  Act,  1862,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  an  indemnity 
HsKHiKa     froQ^  ^e  Defendant,  who  was  alleged  in  the  bill  to  be  the  real 
MA^iicK     owner  of  the  shares. 

The  company  was  registered  on  the  9th  of  November,  1865, 

with  a  capital  of  £120,000  in  12000  shares  of  £10  each,  of  which 
£1  was  to  be  paid  on  application  and  the  remainder  on  allotment. 
In  December,  1865,  8000  shares  having  been  applied  for,  it  was 
required,  in  order  to  obtain  a  settling  day  on  the  Stock  Exchange, 
that  1000  more  shares  should  be  taken  up.      Accordingly,  an 
arrangement  was  made  by  which  each  of  four  persons,  of  whom  the 
Plaintiff  was  one,  agreed,  in  consideration  of  twenty-five  guineas,  to 
apply  for  250  shares,  and  the  Defendant  agreed  to  pay  the  applica- 
tion and  allotment  money.    The  Defendant  accordingly  paid  the 
twenty-five  guineas  to  the  Plaintiff  and  the  other  three  persons, 
and  also  the  application  and  allotment  money,  and  the  shares  were 
applied  for  and  allotted  to  them.    The  Plaintiff,  at  the  same  time, 
executed  a  transfer  in  blank,  which  he  gave  to  the  Defendant,  and 
the  transfer  was  afterwards  filled  up  with  the  name  of  a  transferee ; 
but  the  directors  refused  to  register  the  transfer,  and  the  Plaintiff's 
name  remained  on  the  register.    The  company  was  ordered  to  be 
wound  up  on  the  15th  of  December,  1866,  and  the  Plaintiff,  after 
being  placed  on  the  list  of  contributories,  commenced  this  suit  for 
indemnity.    Subsequently  he  assigned  to  the  liquidator,  as  part  of 
a  general  compromise  of  his  liability  as  contributory,  the  right  to 
continue  this  suit  in  his  name  (1).    The  Defendant  contended  that 
the  Plaintiff  and  the  other  three  persons  undertook  the  whole  risk 
of  the  shares  after  payment  of  the  allotment  money,  and  both 
parties  entered  into  evidence  on  the  question. 

The  Yice-Chancellor  held  that  there  was  an  implied  agreement 
by  the  Defendant  to  indemnify  the  Plaintiff,  and  granted  the  relief 
prayed.    The  Defendant  appealed  from  this  decision. 

Mr.  W.  T.  Jennings,  who  negotiated  the  matter  between  the 
Plaintiff  and  the  Defendant,  made  an  affidavit  for  the  Plaintiff  on 
the  9th  of  April,  1870,  in  which  he  stated  as  follows : — 

"  There  was  no  understanding  whatever  between  us  that  the  four 

(1)  Sec  Hemming  v.  Maddick,  Law  Eep.  9  Eq.  175. 
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discredit  the  witness  who  made  it ;  and  if  it  were  to  be  nsed  for 
that  purpose,  the  witness  ought  to  have  been  cross-examined,  and 
then  the  document  might  have  been  put  into  his  hand,  and  he 
might  have  been  questioned  about  it 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  arguments  on  behalf  of  the  Appellant, 

The  LOBDS  Justices,  without  calling  on  the  Plaintiffs  counsel, 
held  that  the  trust  was  clearly  established,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  an  indemnity  against  calls.  The  appeal  was  therefore 
dismissed  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  LinJclater,  Eackwood,  d  Co. 
Solicitor  for  the  Defendant :  Mr.  A.  T.  Cox. 


UJJ. 

1872 


March  12,  13. 


COOPER  V.  KYNOCK. 

[1871    C.    91.] 
EsttUe  (f  Tnuiee — Bule  in  Sh^ley^a  Case, 

Land  was  conveyed  to  a  trustee,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  certain  uses ; 
and  after  the  determination  of  those  uses,  to  the  use  of  the  trustee,  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  upon  trust  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits  and  pay  them  to  A^ 
a  married  woman,  for  her  separate  use,  and  after  the  determination  of  that 
estate  to  stand  seised  of  the  said  land,  to  such  uses  and  upon  such  trusts  as 
A,  should  by  will  appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment,  to  the  use  of  the 
heirs  and  assigns  of  A. : — 

Edd  (reversing  the  decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls),  that  (though  the 
construction  might  be  otherwise  on  a  will)  the  trustee  took  the  legal  estate 
in  fee,  and  that  A.  took  an  equitable  estate  for  life,  with  an  equitable  re* 
mainder  to  her  heirs  and  assigns,  which  two  estates  united  according  to  the 
rule  in  SheUetfs  Case  (1)^  and  gave  her  the  equitable  estate  in  fee. 

jjY  an  indenture  bearing  date  the  10th  of  November,  1841, 
and  made  between  Charles  Smith,  of  the  first  part,  Mary  Smithj  of 
the  second  part,  Ebenezer  Cooper,  of  the  third  part,  and  Benjamin 
Smith,  of  the  fourth  part  (being  an  indenture  made  in  contempla- 
tion of  the  marriage  of  Mary  Smith,  and  also  by  way  of  an  arrange- 
ment between  Charles   Smith  and  Mary  Smith)  Charles  SmiO^ 

(1)  1  Rep.  93. 
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standing  her  ooyerture,  to  grant  leases  as  therein  mentioned. 
Also  a  proyiso  giving  power  to  Mary  Smith,  notwithstanding  her 
coyerture,  by  any  instrument  nnder  her  hand,  to  appoint  new  trus- 
tees. Also  a  proviso  that,  in  case,  during  the  continuance  of  the 
trusts  thereby  created  and  the  coverture  of  the  said  Mary  Smith, 
she  should  be  desirous  of  raising  any  sum  of  money  for  the  ad- 
vancement of  her  children,  then  it  should  be  lawful  for  her  to 
direct  B.  Smith,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  or  the  trustees  or  trustee  for 
the  time  being  acting  as  aforesaid,  to  raise  any  sum  not  exceeding 
£1000  for  that  purpose. 

Mary  Smith  was  married  to  E.  Cooper  soon  after  the  date  of 
the  above-mentioned  deed.  Charles  Smith  and  his  widow,  and  also 
E,  Cooper,  were  dead. 

Mary  Cooper  (in  the  deed  called  Mary  Smith)  contracted  to  sell 
the  property  comprised  in  the  deed,  claiming  to  have  the  equitable 
estate  in  fee  simple,  inasmuch  as  her  life  estate  and  her  estate  in 
remainder  united  according  to  the  rule  in  Shelley's  Case  (1).  The 
purchaser  took  the  objection  that  her  life  estate  was  equitable, 
and  the  remainder  was  legal  as  a  use'  executed  under  the  statute ; 
that  the  estates,  therefore,  did  not  unite ;  and  that  her  appointees 
or  heirs  would  come  in  as  purchasers. 

Mary  Cooper  thereupon  filed  a  bill  for  specific  performance. 
The  Master  of  the  Bolls  dismissed  the  bill  with  costs  (2). 

The  Plaintifif  appealed. 


(1)  1  Bep.  93. 

(2)  1872.   Jan.  15. 

LoBD  BoMiLLT,  M.B.  (after  readiug 
the  principal  claoses  in  the  deed): — 

The  question  here  is,  is  the  estate 
for  life  to  Mary  Smith,  the  Plaintiff, 
of  the  same  quality  as  the  ultimate 
remainder  to  her  heirs  ?  Now,  here  it 
is  clear  that  the  life  estate  of  Mary 
Smith  is  an  equitable  estate,  and  that 
during  the  life  of  Mary  Smith  the  legal 
estate  is  vested  in  Benjamin  Smith,  the 
trustee.  But  does  the  legal  estate  ex- 
tend beyond  the  determination  of  the 
life  estate  of  Mary  Smith  9  The 
answer  to  this  question  is  to  be  found 
in  the  dear  intention  of  th^  parties 


appearing  within  the  four  comers  'of 
the  deed.  This  intention  will  be  car- 
ried into  effect^  and  the  only  control 
over  it  is  necessary  obedience  to  the 
established  rules  of  law.  In  every 
way  that  I  look  at  this  deed  I  can  see 
no  intention  to  continue  the  estate  in 
the  trustee  beyond  the  life  of  Mary 
Smith.  The  words  I  have  read  shew 
that,  after  the  death  of  the  Plaintiff,  the 
trustee  is  to  stand  seised  of  the  here- 
ditaments to  such  uses  and  upon  such 
trusts  as  Mary  Smith  shall  by  will 
direct ;  that  is,  to  the  uses  and  trusts 
— not  trusts  created  by  this  deed,  but 
to  the  uses  and  trusts  created  by  the 
will  of  Mary  Smith,  and  in  default  of 
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L.  JJ.  estate  to  them  in  fee.  If  the  deed,  as  in  Curtis  y.  Price,  contains 
1872  anything  absolutely  inconsistent  with  that  construction,  the  deed 
Q^^^  may  be  construed  differently ;  but  the  inconsistency  must  be  com- 
plete. On  any  other  principle,  in  every  settlement  we  should  be 
obliged  to  speculate  whether  the  estate  given  to  the  trustees  was 
really  in  fee.  As  to  the  words  **  stand  seised,**  these  are  constantly 
used  when  the  legal  estate  is  outstanding,  and  are  not  exclusively 
applicable  to  the  legal  estate. 

Sir  E.  Baggallay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  BedweU,  for  the  Defendant : — 
At  all  events  this  case  is  not  clear,  and  it  would  be  wrong  to 
compel  a  purchaser  to  take  and  pay  for  an  estate,  leaving  him 
exposed  to  an  ejectment.  The  wrong  done  to  him  would  be  very 
great ;  whereas  there  is  no  harm  in  leaving  the  vendor  in  posses- 
sion of  such  estate  as  she  has.  No  doubt  the  grant  to  a  man,  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  carries  the  fee,  but  it  may  be  cut  down,  as  in 
Doe  V.  Hicka  (1).  The  words  are  equivalent  to  confining  the  estate 
of  the  trustees  to  the  life  of  Mary  Smttli:  Why  should  it  be  con- 
tinued ?  If  the  intention  had  been  that  the  trustee  should  continue 
so  after  her  death,  the  words  would  have  been  very  different 
There  is  nothing  in  the  powers  given  by  the  deed  which  requires 
the  trust  to  continue  after  the  life  of  Mary  Smith ;  in  fact,  the 
power  to  appoint  new  trustees  is  expressly  confined  to  her  life.  If 
the  nile  in  SheHey'a  Case  (2)  was  intended  to  apply,  she  and  her 
husband  could,  during  the  coverture,  have  sold  and  conveyed ;  but 
clearly  the  intention  was  that  they  should  not.  Any  other  con- 
struction cuts  out  the  power  to  appoint  by  will.  Why  did  the 
settlors  take  the  trouble  of  having  this  deed  if  the  result  was 
simply  to  vest  the  legal  estate  in  trustees,  and  to  leave  it  to  be 
dealt  with  as  the  wife  and  husband  chose. 

Sir  W.  M.  James,  L.J. : — 

The  question  in  this  case  depends  upon  the  construction  of  a 
deed,  the  material  words  in  which  are  these : — [His  Lordship  then 
read  the  limitations  of  uses  in  the  deed.] 

The  Master  of  the  Bolls  thought  that  the  trustee  had  not  an 
estate  in  fee.    His  general  proposition  was  that  he  did  not  find 

(1)  7  T.  R.  433.  (2)  1  Rep.  93. 
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L.  JJ.  to  the  cases  ia  which  that  broad  distinction  (too  late  now  to  be 
1S72  questioned)  has  been  held  to  exist  between  the  construction  of 
QooPEB      these  words  in  a  will  and  in  a  deed. 

This  isy  in  my  opinion,  the  construction  to  be  put  upon  this  part 
of  the  deed,  without  reference  to  any  other  part ;  and  it  seems  to 
me  that  all  the  provisions  of  the  deed  are  perfectly  capable  of 
taking  effect  if  the  subsequent  estates  are  deemed  equitable 
estates. 

Then  can  we  say  that  this  is  a  case  of  such  doubt  that  the  vendor 
can  never  dispose  of  his  land  ?  In  my  opinion  no  Court  of  Law  will 
ever  question  our  decision  that  the  limitation  to  the  use  of  a 
trustee  and  his  heirs,  for  the  separate  use  of  a  married  woman,  is 
to  receive  the  same  construction  as  the  limitation  to  the  use  of 
trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders  has  received.  I  see  no 
such  doubt  in  this  case  as  will  induce  the  Court  to  refuse  specific 
performance. 

Sir  G.  Mellish,  L.J.  :— 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  We  are  to  construe  the  words  of 
this  deed,  and  we  find  a  conveyance  to  Benjamin  Smith,  his  heii*s 
and  assigns,  to  the  use  of  Benjamin  Smith,  his  lieirs  and  assigns. 
Now,  beyond  all  question,  these  words,  taken  by  themselves,  give 
Benjamin  Smith  an  estate  in  fee  simple.  Then  the  conveyance 
goes  on  to  declare  a  trust  for  Mary  Smith  for  her  life,  with  words 
as  to  her  separate  use,  which  merely  shew  what  the  trusts  were. 
The  deed  then  says,  ''And  from  and  after  the  determination  of 
that  estate."  Now  this,  as  has  been  admitted,  does  not  mean  the 
determination  of  the  estate  of  the  trustee,  but  must  mean  the 
determination  of  the  estate  of  Mary  Smith,  which  is  an  equitable 
estate;  therefore  the  deed  professes  in  these  words  to  give  the 
limitations  over  after  the  equitable  estate. 

Then  the  words  are,  ''to  stand  seised,"  which  words  do  not 
affect  the  question,  for  it  would  be  absurd  to  hold  that  there  is  any 
inconsistency  in  saying  that,  having  given  Benjamin  Smith  the  fee 
simple,  he  is,  after  the  equitable  estate  for  life  has  determined,  to 
stand  seised  upon  certain  other  trusts.  [His  Lordship  then  read 
the  remaining  words  of  the  limitation.] 

It  appears  to  me  that,  beyond  all  question,  the  whole  limitation 
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^^  [1870    N.    60.] 

Agreement  far  Lease — Letter — Memorandum  in  Writing — Statute  of  Frauds, 

The  Plaintiff,  in  a  bill  for  specific  performance  of  an  agreement  to  take  a 
lease  of  a  house,  alleged  and  produced  evidence  of  a  verbal  agreement  which 
was  denied  by  the  Defendant.  In  order  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  Statute 
of  Frauds,  the  Plaintiff  relied  on  a  letter  written  by  the  Defendant,  in  which 
the  Defendant  agreed  to  take  the  house  for  seven  years  on  certain  terms,  but 
in  which  the  day  of  the  commencement  of  the  lease  was  not  mentioned ;  and 
on  another  letter  from  the  Defendant  mentioning  the  day  of  commencement, 
and  adding  terms  to  which  the  Plaintiff  did  not  agree : — 

Eeld,  that  there  was  no  memorandum  of  agreement  sufiBcient  to  satisfy  the 
requirements  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 

Decree  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  affirmed. 

X  HIS  was  a  suit  for  the  Bpecific  performance  of  an  agreement  to 
let  a  house,  and  the  only  question  was,  whether  there  was  a  memo- 
randum in  writing  of  the  agreement  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out 
of  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 

According  to  the  case  of  the  Plaintiff^  a  verbal  agreement  for 
letting  a  house  for  a  term  of  seven  years,  to  commence  at  the 
Michaelmas  following,  was  come  to  between  the  Plaintiff  and  the 
Defendant  at  an  interview  on  the  19di  of  March,  1870.  After  the 
interview  the  Defendant  wrote  and  gave  to  the  Plaintiff  a  letter 
containing  these  words :  ''  I  agree  to  take  Cronstadt  House  for  the 
term  of  seven  years,  on  lease,  subject  to  tibe  condition  of  termi- 
nating at  six  months  in  the  event  of  my  death,  at  the  rent  of  £120 
per  annum,  on  its  being  put  into  proper  and  tenantable  repair." 
On  the  following  day  the  Defendant  wrote  a  long  letter  to  the 
Plaintiff,  mentioning  that  the  lease  was  to  begin  at  Michaelmas, 
and  specifying  a  considerable  number  of  repairs  and  alterations 
which  he  should  require.  The  Plaintiff  answered,  not  accepting  all 
the  terms  contained  in  the  Defendant's  letter.  The  Defendant 
finally,  on  the  5ih  of  April,  refused  to  accept  the  lease,  and  the 
bill  in  this  suit  was  then  filed.  The  Plaintiff  had,  on  the  20th  of 
March,  obtained  a  specification  of  repairs,  and  soon  afterwards  signed 
a  contract  with  a  builder  for  the  repairs,  which  were  completed  in 
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li.  JJ.      contain  all  the  terms  of  the  alleged  agreement.     The  omitted 
1872        term  is  said  to  be  evidenced  by  a  second  letter.    But  that  letter 
KmIk     Bhews  that  the  understanding  of  the  Defendant  as  to  the  agree- 
Selby       ^^^^  w«fi  diflTerent  from  that  of  the  Plaintiff.    Then  the  whole 
thing  is  broken  off  before  the  Plaintiff  has  bound  himself  to  any- 
thing, and  the  Plaintiff  was  never  placed  in  any  difficulty  by  the 
agreement  being  broken  off.    I  think  that  the  Court  has  gone 
quite  far  enough  in  decreeing  specific  performance  upon  letters  as 
constituting  agreements,  where  one  side  is  bound  and  the  other 
not 

In  my  opinion  this  appeal  must  be  dismissed. 

Sib  G.  Melush,  L.  J. : — ^I  agree. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Pearson  d  Lee  ;  Messrs.  Aldridge  &  THwm. 
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L.  C  trains  not  under  their  control  shaill  be  indaced  to  stop  for  the 
like  purpose,  and  the  company  engage  not  to  do  any  act  which 
shall  have  an  effect  contrary  to  the  above  intention.''  4 

The  interest  of  Messrs.  Biffby  under  this  lease  was  in  Augnst, 

Ob&it      1848,  assigned  to  J.  JR.  Phiaips,  the  Plaintiff  in  this  suit. 

Baawat  Go.      In  the  year  1846  the  company  started  trains  from  Paddingbm 

which  did  not  stop  at  Swindon  station,  and  the  bill  in  Bighy  y. 

Qreal  Western  Baihoay  Company  was  then  filed  by  Messrs.  Bi^ 

to  compel  the  company  to  stop  the  trains ;  as  reported  (1). 

The  suit  was  compromised,  and  since  that  time  the  trains  had 
stopped  ten  minutes  at  Swindon  station,  with  the  exception  of 
certain  night  mail  trains,  which  Mr.  PhiUips  did  not  require  to 
stop,  as  they  were  not  profitable. 

In  April,  1871,  a  proposition  was  made  by  the  manager  of  the 
company  that  one  of  the  day  trains  should  stop  five  minutes  only, 
but  this  was  refused  by  Mr.  PhiUipa. 

For  many  years  a  fast  train  carrying  mails,  and  called  by  the 
company  an  express  train,  had  run  from  Paddington  to  Bristol 
every  morning.  It  had  sometimes  started  a  little  earlier  or  a  little 
later,  but  latterly  had  started  at  9.15. 

On  the  20th  of  October,  1871,  a  letter  was  sent  by  Mr.  Ben- 
thdll,  an  officer  in  the  Post  Office,  to  the  manager  of  the  railway, 
stating  that  five  minutes  would  be  sufficient  for  the  day  mail  trains 
to  stop,  and  that  a  legal  notice  to  that  effect  would  be  sent  to  the 
company;  and  other  correspondence  on  the  subject  passed  between 
the  officers  of  the  Post  Office  and  the  company.  Beginning  from  the 
1st  of  November,  after  the  receipt  of  this  letter,  the  9.15  train  was 
timed  to  stop,  and  did  stop*  five  minutes  only  at  Swindon,  but  the 
formal  notice  required  by  Act  of  Parliament^  as  mentioned  below, 
was  not  sent  by  the  Post  Office  to  the  company  until  the  13th  of 
November,  when  a  formal  notice  was  sent^  requiring  that  after  the 
12th  of  December  the  mails  and  letter  bags  should  be  conveyed 
either  by  ordinary  trains  or  by  special  trains,  under  such  regula- 
tions as  were  therein  mentioned,  which  were  (amongst  others),  that 
a  train  should  leave  Paddington  at  9.15  A.M.,  reach  Swindon  at 
11.10,  and  leave  it  at  11.15 ;  and  that  a  train  should  leave  Bristol 
at  2.45  P.M.,  reach  Swindon  at  4,  and  leave  it  at  4.5.  ^ 

(1);2  Fh.  44 ;  4  Bidlw.  Oaa.  175, 491. 
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which  might  be  lawfolly  required  to  stop  at  Swindon  station  for 
any  shorter  time  than  a  reasonable  period  of  about  ten  minutes  (1). 


PHnxiw     (1)1872.    Feb.  8. 

OmsA  ®™  ^'  WiCJKEKS,  V.C^  said  that  the 

WiBTiBH      oontraot  on  which  the  FUuntiff  relied 

Bailwat  Co.  had  been  already  acted  upon  1^  the 
'""^  Court  in  a  way  which,  for  the  present 
purpose,  relieved  His  Honour  from  dis- 
cusdug  it,  although  a  superior  Court 
might  not  be  relieved  from  all  ques- 
tions as  to  its  validity  <ni  grounds  of 
public  policy,  or  otherwise,  and  as  to  its 
being  such  a  covenant  as  the  Court 
could  not  enforce  by  injunction.  The 
decision  on  the  former  occasion  also 
afforded  some  guide  to  the  construction 
of  the  oontnu^  and  His  Honour  desired 
not  to  be  understood  as  intimating  any 
opinion  with  respect  to  what  would  be 
his  view  in  the  present  case  if  Bi^ 
V.  Ch'eat  Western  Railway  Company 
had  not  been  decided.  There  was  this 
difference  between  the  cases,  that 
Rigby  was  the  covenantee,  whereas  the 
Plaintiff  in  this  case  was  only  the  as- 
signee of  the  lease,  and  not  expressly 

'  the  assignee  of  the  covenant.     This 

argument  of  coarse  would  be  conclusive, 
if,  as  had  been  suggested,  the  covenant 
was  personal  to  the  Righys,  But  this 
seemed  opposed  to  the  whole  tenor  of 
the  instrument.  If  the  covenant  were 
not  personal,  it  was  necessarily  assign- 
able, and  the  Rigbyi,  when  they  as- 
signed the  lease,  became  in  this  Court 
trustees  of  the  covenant  (supposing  it 
to  be  a  question  of  covenant)  for  the 
present  Phuntiff.  Therefore  the  objec- 
tion would,  in  &ct,  resolve  itself  into 
an  objection  for  want  of  parties,  which 
would  be  immaterial  for  the  present 
purpose. 

His  Honour  then  stated  the  facts  of 
the  case,  and  commented  on  the  terms  of 
the  covenant.,  giving  it  as  his  opinion 
that  the  words  **  express  train,"  as  there 
used,  meant  a  train  sent  for  a  special 


purpose  and  not  an  ordinary  passenger 
train.  It  had  been  argued  that  the  later 
Act  pat  a  construction  on  those  words,, 
but  that  argument  was  not  tenable,  for 
that  Act  did  not  make  every  train 
carrying  the  mail  a  special'traiu,  and  if 
it  did  it  would  hardly  give  the  word  a 
new  meaning,  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
struing a  private  agreement  made  many 
years  before  the  Act  was  passed.  It 
was  not  easy  to  say  with  absolute  cer- 
tainty what  particular  trains  were  re- 
ferred to  in  the  exception;  but  the- 
negative  clause  might  well  have  been 
inserted  with  reference  to  fature  events, 
and  even  to  future  legislation.  It  might 
be  contemplated  that  the  Oreat  Wut- 
em  Railway  Company  might  find  it 
even  to  their  interest  to  give  to  other 
companies  running  powers  over  that 
part  of  their  line,  and  the  exception 
might  refer  to  trains  so  to  be  run. 

The  covenant  was  framed  as  a  gene- 
ral covenant,  that  all  trains  carrying  pas- 
sengers should  stop^  with  an  exception 
that  the  company  should  not  bebound  ta 
stop  trains  whidi  were  not  their  trains^ 
But  His  Honour  did  not  think  it  abso- 
lutely necessary  to  define  what  that 
meant,  for  the  question  was  whether  this 
particular  train  was  actually  ander  tha 
company's  control  or  not? 

Now,  the  Postmaster-General  had  & 
right  to  direct  that  a  train  should  run 
for  the  mails  ander  certain  stipulations 
with  regard  to  time,  and  he  had,  in  fact,, 
directed  trains  to  run  accordingly ;  but 
he  had  not  directed,  and  could  notdirect^ 
that  those  trains  should  carry  passen- 
gers. This  was  a  thing  for  the  com- 
pany to  conidder,  having  regard,  amongst 
other  things,  to  the  Plaintiff's  rights. 
To  say,  that  because  the  railway  com- 
pany habitually  started  a  passenger 
train  at  9.15   in   the   morning  and 
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L.  G.  company  has  no  wish  to  evade  the  covenanty  but  here  the  com- 
pany is  powerless.  The  Yice-Chancellor  has  held  that  though  the 
Postmaster-General  may  compel  the  company  to  ran  a  train^  the 


'•-r"     company  may  not  attach  passenger  carriages  to  it.    But  there  is 

6ita4T      jyQ  g^(^i^  bargain  as  that,  and  if  there  were,  it  would  be  against 

RmwAT  Co.  pnblic  policy.     As  to  the  power  of  the  Court  to  compel  trains  to* 

""^       stop.  Hood  y.  North  Eastern  BaHway  Company  (1)  is  a  recent 

authority.    At  all  events,  the  balance  of  inconvenience  is  against 

the  injunction,  and  the  Plaintiff  may  well  be  compensated  by 

damages. 

Sir  EoundeU  Palmer^  Q.G.,  Mr.  Morgan,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  CooJaony 
for  the  Plaintiff : — 

[They  were  stopped  as  to  the  question  of  public  policy.] 
As  to  leaving  the  Plaintiff  to  his  remedy  at  law,  the  rule  of  thi& 
Court  is  that  with  a  definite  covenant  the  Plaintiff  will  not  be 

r 

left  to  obtain  mere  damages  :  Tiding  v.  Ech&niey  (2). 

At  the  time  when  this  lease  was  made,  an  express  train  meant 
what  we  now  call  a  special  train,  and  not  merely  a  fast  train.  The 
Postmaster-General  may  order  trains  to  be  run,  but  the  company 
cannot  utilise  his  powers  to  evade  their  contract.  If  he  chose  to- 
run  twenty  trains  a  day  the  Plaintiff  would  lose  all  the  benefit  of 
his  contract.  The  question  is  whether  this  train  is  under  the  con* 
trol  of  the  company.  We  say  that  it  is ;  it  is  driven  by  the  com- 
pany's servants,  and  if  an  accident  happened  the  company  would 
be  liable.  As  soon  as  the  company  attach  carriages  the  train 
comes  under  their  control.  The  Postmaster-General  has  nothing 
to  do  with  the  train,  except  to  see  that  the  letters  are  properly 
carried,  and  if  he  forces  the  company  to  run  a  train  without  pas- 
sengers he,  or  rather  the  public,  will  have  to  pay  for  it.  It  was 
said  that  the  expense  would  be  £40  a  day ;  but  if  so  the  Post- 
master-General would  probably  discover  that  the  saving  of  five 
minutes  was  not  worth  the  money,  and  would  allow  the  train, 
to  stop.  No  doubt  the  words  in  the  lease  were  introduced  with 
reference  to  trains  which  might  be  run  by  other  companies  over 
the  line.  It  is  trae  that  a  fast  train  has  for  many  years  started 
from  Paddingtan  at  9.15  or  9.30;  but  the  Postmaster-General 

(1)  Law  Hep.  5  Ch.  625.    ^  (2)  2  E.  &  J.  264. 
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L.  G.       refers.    What  did  it  signify  to  the  builder  of  the  rooms  whether 

A  T     TT 

^  '    the  company  could  control  the  train  for  the  whole  way  down  to 

Dideot,  and  no  farther,  or  whether  the  company  could  control  the 


^^^'^l^     conduct  of  the  guards,  and  the  places  at  which  the  train  should  stop 
J^^^      on  other  parts  of  the  line,  or  the  rate  of  speed  at  which  it  should 

WKTXRir 

BinwAT  Go.  travel  ?  All  that  was  perfectly  indififerent  to  Messrs.  Riffby,  for  all 
""^  that  they  wanted  was  the  passengers  to  have  ten  minutes  in  which 
they  could  come  into  the  refreshment  room  to  eat  and  drink.  [His 
Lordship  then  commented  further  on  the  terms  of  the  deed,  and 
said  that  the  parties  might  haye  foreseen  a  yariety  of  cases  that 
might  occur  after  the  date  of  the  deed.]  But  at  the  date  of  the 
deed  the  PostmasteivGeneral  had  the  power  of  saying  how  long 
the  train  that  carried  the  mail  bags  should  stop  at  any  given 
station.  Such  a  train  the  Postmaster^General  could  order  the  com- 
pany to  send,  and  it  must  consist  of  an  engine  and  tender,  and  of  a 
carriage  for  the  bags,  and  for  the  Post  Office  servants,  over  which 
I  hold,  for  the  purposes  of  the  covenant,  that  the  company  have  no 
control  at  all  as  to  the  period  of  stoppage.  Then  I  hold  further 
that  there  is  nothing  in  the  covenant  which  prevents  their  hooking 
on  to  that  train  carriages  contaim'ng  passengers,  and  then  it 
becomes  one  of  the  trains  contemplated  by  this  covenant,  namely, 
a  train  containing  passengers,  but  not  under  the  control  of  the 
company  for  the  purpose  of  stoppage.  I  apprehend  that  there  is 
in  the  covenant  nothing  which  says  that  passengers  shall  not  go 
by  this  train,  because  the  Postmaster-General  has  given  this  order. 
The  company  may  be  bound  to  try  and  induce  the  Postmaster- 
General  to  change  his  mind,  and  that  I  am  told  has  been  done. 
If  there  had  been  any  collusion  with  the  Postmaster-Geneial,  or 
if  there  had  been  the  slightest  suspicion  that  the  company  wished 
to  escape  from  their  contract,  the  matter  would  have  assumed  a 
di£ferent  aspect  in  equity,  and  we  could  have  proceeded  upon 
that  ground. 

The  injunction  which  the  Yice-Chancellor  has  granted  seems  to 
involve  an  extension  of  the  covenant  to  cases  not  within  the  con- 
templation of  the  parties  to  the  deed. 

As  to  the  costs,  it  is  true  that  the  train  had  been  altered  before 
the  formal  notice  was  given,  but  the  Postmaster-G^eral  had 
expressed  his  intention  to  give  the  notice,  under  which  circum- 
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L.  G.  Oreat  Western  BaUnoay  Company  should  run  a  train  canying  maib, 
BtartiDg  from  Paddinfftan  at  this  particular  time,  arriving  at  Swin- 
don at  a  particular  time,  and  remaining  at  Swindon  five  minutes 


^^^'^^^'^^     and  no  longer.    I  think  that  such  a  train  would  have  been  a  train 

G^AT      for  a  special  purpose ;  but  I  cannot  see  that  there  is  anything  in 

Bailwat  Go.  this  covenant  to  prevent  the  company  from  adding  passenger  car- 

*^       riages  to  that  train  for  the  purpose  of  diminishing  the  expense.  If 

they  were  not  prevented  from  carrying  passengerSi  tiiey  would  be 

entitled  to  receive  a  reasonable  sum,  which,  I  presumOi  would  be 

only  such  a  sum  as  they  ought  to  receire  upon  the  assumption  that 

they  carried  passengers.    Therefore,  in  that  case,  if  there  had  been 

no  train  starting  at  this  time,  I  think  that  the  train  would  be  a 

train  for 'a  special  purpose,  by  which  the  company  might  carry 

passengers  if  they  chose. 

Assuming,  however,  that  this  is  not  a  train  for  a  special  purpose, 
because  it  was  an  ordinary  train  that  had  been  running  for  a 
great  many  years,  still  the  Fostmaster-G^eneral  sent  his  order,  and 
ordered,  in  fact»  that  the  train  which  started  at  that  time,  and 
arrived  at  Swindon  at  the  usual  time,  should  only  stop  five  minutes 
dX Swindon;  and  that  order  he  is  by  Act  of  Parliament  entitled 
to  give. 

Then  the  question  is,  whether  this  is  a  train  under  the  control 
of  the  company  with  reference  to  stopping  or  not  stopping  at 
Swindon  ?  It  appears  clear  to  my  mind  that  it  is  not  under  their 
control,  because  it  can  only  stop  as  long  as  the  Postmaster-General 
allows  it  to  be  stopped. 

Now,  it  is  not  denied  that  so  £Bur  as  the  train  carries  the  mail* 
bags,  and  the  letters  and  the  servants  of  the  Postmaster-General, 
it  cannot  stop ;  but  the  argument  on  the  other  side,  and  the  main 
ailment,  was,  that  the  order  of  the  Postmaster-Greneral  only 
applied  to  that  portion  of  the  train  which  carried  the  mails  and 
the  o£Bcers  of  the  Post  OfKce,  and  that  there  was  nothing  in  his 
order  to  prevent  the  carriages  carrying  the  passengers  from 
stopping.  But  what  is  a  train  ?  There  is  nothing  to  shew  that 
the  company  is  to  split  the  train  into  two  parts.  The  train  which 
arrives  at  the  Swindon  station  is  an  entire  train  consisting  of  the 
carriages  of  the  Postmaster-General  and  of  other  carriages  carrying 
passengers,  and  this  particular  train,  as  it  arrives  at  Swindon,  is 
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L.  a       General  by  keeping  this  mail  train  at  Swindon  for  fire  minntes 
instead  of  ten. 

1872 


V.        Sib  W.  M.  James,  L. J. : — 

Gbxat 

WssTiBir        As  this  is  a  purely  legal  qaestion,  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to 

'  add  anything  to  what  has  been  said  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  and 

the  Lord  Justice,  except  that  I  entirely  concur  with  them. 


The  Plaintiff  waived  his  right  to  bring  an  action,  and  the  bill 
was  dismissed  without  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  Park  it  W.  B.  Nd$on. 
Solicitors  for  the  Company :  Messrs.  Youngs  Maples,  4t  Oo. 
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L.  JJ.      of  King  John),  Mcmriee  Faff  and,  then  lord  of  the  manor,  ^  granted 

1871-2      and  confirmed  to  his  bnrgesses  of  Leeds  and  their  heirs  liberty  and 

BioKsiT     free  burgage,  and  their  tofts,  and  with  each  sach  toft  half  an  acre 

CoBFOBATioir  ^^  Arable  Icmd,  to  hold  of  him  and  his  heirs  in  fee  and  by  inherit- 

oFLgEDB.    ance,  freely,  peaceably,  and  honourably  to  pay  to  him  and  his 

heirs,  for  each  such  toft  and  half  acre,  sixteen  pence  at  Pentecost 

and  the  Feast  of  St.  Martin  "  (1). 

By  a  royal  charter  of  the  13th  of  July,  1626  (the  2nd  of 
CharUs  I.),  confirmed  and  renewed  by  a  royal  charter  of  the  13th 
of  Charles  IL,  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses  of  Leeds  were 
incorporated,  and  a  grant  was  made  to  the  corporation  of  the  right 
of  holding  a  market,  and  of  the  tolls,  stallage,  and  other  profits 
thereof  (2).  In  later  times  a  market  was  held  on  a  strip  of  land 
in  the  centre  of  Briggaiet  but  for  many  years  this  market  had 
been  discontinued. 

On  the  22nd  of  September,  1694,  the  lords  of  the  manor  granted 
to  J7.  OUbert  and  O.  Sorocdld,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  license,  power,  and  authority  to  dig  up  any  of  the 
streets  and  highways  in  Leeds,  to  lay  pipes,  and  do  all  things 
necessary  for  carrying  on  certain  waterworks  for  supplying  the 
town  with  water,  in  consideration  of  a  yearly  rent  of  £3. 

Subsequently  the  waterworks  became  vested  in  the  corporation, 
who  paid  the  rent  of  £3  to  the  lords  of  the  manor  till  the  year 
1858,  when  they  purchased  the  rent  for  £75. 

Evidence  was  given  by  the  Plainti&  of  a  few  cases  in  which  the 
owners  of  houses  abutting  upon  Briggate  had  paid  a  small  fine  or 
rent  to  the  lord  in  respect  of  encroachments.  It  was,  however, 
alleged  by  the  Defendants  that,  in  numerous  other  cases,  owners  of 
houses  had  made  cellars  and  other  encroachments  on  the  soil  of  the 
street  without  interference  from  the  lords  of  the  manor. 

Under  these  circumstances  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  came  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  soil  of  the  street  belonged  to  the  owners  of  the 
tenements  abutting  on  the  street,  and  that  the  Plaintifis  had  not 
proved  their  title ;  and  the  Plaintiffs  appealed  from  this  decisiou. 

Evidence  was  adduced  before  the  Lords  Justices  to  shew  that 
all,  or  the  great  majority,  of  the  tenements  abutting  on  Briggaie, 

(1)  WardeWs  Municipal  History  of  Leeds,  App.  iv. 

(2)  Ibid.  App.  zxi.  Ixii. 
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L.  JJ.       in  the  lords  of  the  manor,  we  contend  that  it  is  ambiguous  and 
1871-2      inconclusive. 


^T"        Sir  B.  BaggdBay,  in  reply,  as  to  costs. 


GOBPOBATIOX 
OF  TiKKPS. 


Sir  W.  M.  Javes,  L. J.  :— 

In  this  case  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  lords  have  made  out 
a  very  clear  and  satisfactory  title  to  the  piece  of  ground  in 
question.  A  good  deal  of  the  argument  has  turned  upon  what  is 
supposed  to  be  the  rule  of  law  as  to  the  presumption  that  closes 
extend  ad  medium  fium  vise,  and  it  is  said  that  this  presumption 
is  to  be  applied  to  such  a  house  as  this  in  LeedSg  with  respect  to 
the  wide  space  between  this  house  and  the  houses  on  the  opposite 
side  of  the  road.  The  rule,  as  laid  down  in  Lord  v.  Cammiagioners  of 
Sydney  (1),  in  which  case  the  matter  was  probably  more  fully  con- 
sidered than  in  any  other,  is,  that  in  all  these  cases  you  must  have 
regard  to  the  circumstances  in  which  the  words  were  used.^  The 
learned  Judge  who  there  gave  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  Sir 
John  Coleridffe,  says  this :  **  If  lands  were  described  as  bounded 
by  a  house,  no  one  could  suppose  that  the  house  was  included  in 
the  grant :  but  if  lands  granted  were  described  as  bounded  by  a 
highway,  it  would  be  equally  absurd  to  suppose  that  the  grantor 
had  reserved  to  himself  the  right  to  the  soil  ad  medium  filum,  in 
the  far  greater  majority  of  cases  wholly  unprofitable.''  I  should 
myself,  if  it  were  necessary  to  determine  it,  be  very  slow  to  come 
to  the  conclusion  that  where  there  is  a  road  going  through  an 
estate,  and  a  site  is  granted  by  the  road-side  for  the  erection  of  a 
cottage  or  house,  and  a  cottage  or  house  is  built  upon  that  site,  the 
mere  conveyance,  or  grant,  or  demise  of  a  piece  of  land  as  the  site 
of  and  for  the  purpose  of  building  a  house  is,  in  presumption  of 
law,  a  grant  to  the  middle  of  the  highroad,  the  frontage  of  which 
is  probably  the  origin  of  the  house  being  built  on  that  space.  It 
appears  to  me  that  a  great  many  inconveniences  might  arise  from 
the  notion  that  a  mere  grant  or  demise  of  such  a  site  would  of 
itself  raise  a  presumption  of  law  which  deprives  the  owner  of  the 
estate  of  his  possessory  title  or  of  his  freehold  in  respect  of  the 
half  of  the  highway. 

(1)  12  Moo.  P.  a  473. 
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L.  JJ.       is  no  evidence  of  enjoyment  of  any  profit  or  of  any  right  which 
1871-2      can  be  considered  as  adverse  to  the  title  of  the  lord. 
BaouTT         Under  these  circumstanoes  I  am  of  opinion  that  a  good  title  has 
OoBPOBATioH  ^^^^  shewn  by  the  Plaintiffii.    I  am  also  of  opinion  that  a  good 
or  Lnos.    title  was  shewn  before  the  institution  of  the  suit 

Sib  6.  Mellish,  L.  J. : — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Looking  at  the  nature  of  the  pro- 
perty, namely,  a  road  which  passes  between  houses  with  respect  to 
which  you  cannot  expect  to  prove  the  property  in  it  by  the 
ordinary  tests  of  ownership,  I  think  that  the  lord  has  really  made 
out  an  extremely  strong  case. 

In  the  first  place,  I  agree  that,  looking  at  what  we  know  about 
the  land  in  question  in  ancient  times,  there  is  no  presumption  that 
each  toft  went  to  the  middle  of  the  highway.  I  think  it  is  clearly 
to  be  presumed  that  the  road  between  the  tofts  must  have  existed 
from  time  immemorial,  because  the  fairs  and  markets  must  be 
presumed  to  have  been  from  time  immemorial.  As  regards  the 
markets  it  is  expressly  recited  in  the  charter  of  Charles  I.  that 
they  had  existed  from  time  immemorial,  and  the  fairs  must  have 
existed  likewise  from  time  immemorial,  because  there  is  no  trace 
of  any  grant.  Then  in  the  time  of  £ing  John,  there  is  a  small 
town  with  a  market-place  and  a  fair-place  in  the  middle  of  it,  a 
small  portion  only  of  which  was  probably  occupied  as  a  highway 
at  that  time,  but  with  spaces  between  used  for  the  common  benefit 
of  the  public  i  and  the  franchise  of  the  markets  and  fairs  was  in 
the  lord. 

Then  we  find  that  at  some  time,  certainly  before  the  time  of 
King  John^  there  were  granted  out  tofts  simply  by  the  rod,  at 
will  in  the  first  instance,  and  then  as  burgage  tenements.  Then 
is  it  to  be  presumed  that  the  lord  intended  to  grant  the  actual  soil 
of  aU  that  space  which  was  dedicated  to  the  use  of  the  public, 
and  which  was  to  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  markets  and  fairs  ?  It 
appears  to  me  it  is  extremely  improbable  that  it  could  have  been 
intended  at  that  time  to  do  so,  and  that,  whatever  may  have  been 
the  presumption  at  that  time,  the  acts  of  ownership  since  have 
been  very  strong  indeed.  The  lord  having  granted  the  right  to 
lay  down  water  pipes  in  all  the  streets  in  Leeds^  and  having  re- 
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L.  JJ.  li^ld  ^0  money  aa  agent  for  the  finance  company  until  he  ahonld  pay  it  to 

some  person  competent  to  give  a  receipt  on  hehalf  of  the  building  society ; 
and  that  as  he  never  paid  it  over,  the  money  must  be  taken  to  be  still  in  the 

Habdt  hands  of  the  finance  company,  who  were  liable  to  repay  it  to  the  building 

LiTAN  Lakd  JEfeldf  also,  that  as  it  was  trust  money  a  suit  to  recover  it  was  maintainable, 

AKD  FiKANoa  and  the  finance  company  were  accordingly  ordered  to  repay  the  money,  with 

Oo^^^'  interest 

xHIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  (1). 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  trustees  of  the  London  Benefit  Building 
Society^  to  recover  from  the  Defendant  company  a  sum  of  £375 
alleged  to  have  been  improperly  deposited  with  them« 

The  building  society  was  established  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  6  &  7  Will  4,  c.  32,  with  which  was  incorporated  the 
Act  10  Geo.  4,  c.  56 ;  and  the  rules  were  duly  certified. 

By  the  13th  section  of  the  10  Geo.  4,  c  56,  the  treasurer  or 
trustee  of  every  friendly  society  is  authorized  and  required,  from 
time  to  time,  with  the  consent  of  the  society,  to  lay  out  such  part 
of  the  moneys  paid  for  the  purposes  of  the  society  as  the  exigencies 
of  the  society  shall  not  call  for  the  immediate  application  or  expen- 
diture of,  either  in  real  or  heritable  securities,  or  to  invest  the 
same  in  the  pnblic  stocks  or  funds,  savings  banks,  or  government 
securities,  or  in  certain  banks  in  Scotland  therein  mentioned,  and 
not  otherwise,  in  the  name  of  such  treasurer  or  trustee. 

The  rules  of  the  London  Benefit  Budding  Society  directed  that 
the  treasurer,  or  in  his  absence  one  of  the  trustees,  after  each 
meeting,  should  deposit  the  money  received  at  that  meeting  in  the 
bank  of  the  society,  in  the  name  and  to  the  credit  of  the  trustees, 
immediately  after  he  should  have  received  the  same  (Bule  6). 
And  that  Mr.  Joseph  Button  should  be  the  manager  of  the  society, 
and  the  City  Bank^  Threadneedle  Street,  the  bank  of  the  society 
(Bule  7). 

The  Defendant  company  was  incorporated,  among  other  things, 
for  the  raising  and  borrowing  money  at  interest,  and  receiving 
deposits. 

Joseph  Dutton,  the  manager  of  the  building  society,  was  also 
manager  of  the  Defendant  company,  and  he  was  permitted  by  the 
directors  of  the  building  society  to  deposit  some  of  the  society's 

(1)  Uw  Rep.  12  fiq.  386. 
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L.  JJ.      society,  if  any,  was  at  law ;  and  dismissed  the  bill,  with  costs, 
1S72       without  prejudice  to  any  proceedings  at  law ;  and  from  this  decree 
Habdt      the  Plaintiffs  appealed. 

V, 

trSS^LAHD      M^r.  SouihffcUe,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Davey^  for  the  Appellants : — 

CoMPAHT.  ^he  deposit  of  the  money  was  a  breach  of  trust,  and  was  oon- 
trary  to  the  Act  of  Parliament,  so  that  the  Defendant  company 
had  constructive  notice  at  the  time  when  they  received  the  money: 
ErM$i  y.  Niehola  (1).  The  case  of  In  re  MarseiHee  EoBtension  BaH- 
way  Company  (2)  differed  from  this  case,  inasmuch  as  there  there 
was  nothing  in  the  act  of  borrowing  and  lending  which  was  illegal ; 
but  here  the  building  society  had  no  power  to  lend.  The  Defen- 
dant company  never  professed  to  be  bankers ;  the  deposit  was 
made  as  an  investment,  and  as  such  was  illegal.  The  money 
having  come  to  the  hands  of  the  Defendants  tainted  with  a  breach 
of  trust,  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  sue  in  equity:  Oray  v. 
Lewis  (3) :  Ernest  v.  Craysdill  (4).  And  it  is  no  objection  to  the 
suit  that  the  directors  of  the  building  society  who  were  concerned 
in  the  breach  of  trust  are  not  parties:  MOaehen  v.  Dew  (5). 
The  money  must  be  considered  still  in  the  hands  of  the  DefendEmt 
company,  for  they  gave  the  cheque  to  DuUon^  who  was  their  own 
manager,  and  he  held  it  as  their  agent,  not  as  the  agent  of  the 
building  society. 

Mr.  Swanslan,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  OooJcBony  for  the  Defendants : — 

DuUcn  was  the  authorized  agent  of  the  building  society,  and* 
moreover,  they  adopted  the  payment  to  him  by  claiming  against 
his  estate  after  his  death.  It  was  merely  an  afterthought  to  treat 
the  transaction  as  a  breach  of  trust.  The  bill  does  not  allege  a 
breach  of  trust  in  depositing  the  money  with  the  Defendant  com- 
pany, but  in  the  payment  of  it  out.  If  it  w^  a  breach  of  the  rules 
of  the  building  society,  we  had  no  notice  of  it  We  only  had 
notice  of  the  Act ;  but  this  payment  was  not  an  investment,  but 
a  deposit  of  their  loose  cash  at  call,  which  they  might  lawfully 
make  with  a  banker ;  and  we  received  it  as  such.    We  had  no 

(1)  6  H.  L.  0.  401.  (3)  Law  Repi  8  Eq.  526. 

(2)  Law  Bep.  7  Ch.  16L  (4)  2  D.  F.  &  J.  176, 196. 

(6)  16  Beav.  84. 


432  0HANGEB7  APFEAXiS.  [L.  B. 

L.  JJ.  placed  by  an  improper  act  of  the  directors  of  the  London  Building 

1872  Society  in  the  hands  of  the  Defendants,  and  as  they  haye  never 

Habdt  discharged  themselyes  from  it,  it  is  trust  money  still  in   their 

Mrraopo-  ^^'^^s.     It  is,  therefore,  in  my  opinion,  open  to  the  Plaintiffs, 

LiTAN  Land  finding  this  trust  money  in  the  hands  of  the  Defendants,  to  call 

AHV  FlNAMOB 

CoMPAirr.    upon  them  to  pay  it  back.     If  the  money  had  been  paid  away 
'  by  the  Defendants,  it  would  have  required  farther  investigation 

whether  the  Defendants  had  sufficient  notice  of  the  breach  of  trust 
to  enable  the  Plaintiffs  to  recover  it  by  these  proceedings.  But  as 
the  facts  now  stand,  I  am  of  opinion  tha|;  the  Court  has  jurisdiction 
to  order  the  money  to  be  paid  to  the  Plaintiffs,  and  that  their  bill 
ought  not  to  be  dismissed  on  the  technical  ground  that  their 
remedy  is  in  a  Court  of  Law.  The  decree  of  the  Master  of  the 
Holls  must  be  reversed,  and  a  decree  made  for  the  payment  of 
the  money  to  the  Plaintiffs,  with  interest  at  £4  per  cent. 

SiE  G.  Mellish,  L.  J. : — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  Master  of  the  Bolls  decided  the 
case  on  the  ground  that  this  was  a  mere  money  demand;  but 
looking  at  the  Act  of  Parliament  and  the  rules  of  the  society,  it 
appears  to  me  clear  that  the  directors  were  guilty  of  a  breach  of 
trust  in  depositing  this  money  with  the  Defendants.  If  the  money 
was  to  be  permanently  invested  the  directors  were  bound  by  the 
Act  to  invest  it  in  certain  securities  only ;  and  if  it  was  money 
kept  for  immediate  use,  it  was  contrary  to  their  rules  to  de- 
posit it  in  any  bank  except  the  City  Bank.  It  was  therefore  a 
breach  of  trust  on  the  part  of  the  directors  to  deposit  it  with  the 
Defendants.  That  being  the  case,  the  question  is,  can  this  suit  be 
maintained?  If  the  money  is  still  in  the  hands  of  the  Defen- 
dants it  is  clear  that  the  question  of  notice  is  immaterial.  The 
payment  to  Button  cannot  be  treated  as  a  payment  to  the  London 
Building  Society.  The  course  of  business  shews  this.  The  cheques 
were  given  to  Button,  as  the  agent  for  the  Metropolitan  Land 
Company,  and  till  he  had  paid  them  over  he  held  them  as  their 
agent.  In  this  case  he  never  paid  the  cheque  over  to  the  build- 
ing society.  The  only  ground  alleged  for  treating  Button  as  the 
agent  of  the  building  society  was  that  the  Plaintiffs  had  served  a 
demand  for  payment  on  Button's  personal  representative.      But 
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the  mere  fact  of  making  a  mistaken  demand  which  produced  no  ^  ^^' 

result  is  not  enough  to  alter  the  Plaintiffs'  rights  ;  it  could  not  be  1872 

conclusiye  evidence  that  Duttan  had  received  the  money  as  the  Habdt 

agent  of  the  Plaintiffs.  Mraiopo. 

The  result  is,  that  this  money  came  into  the  hands  of  the  De-  ^"^^  L^^^^ 

-,           1                        /.I          ,-                    11-..,.  andFinanob 

fendants  by  means  of  a  breach  of  trust,  and  that  it  is  still  in  their  Compakt. 
hands,  and  therefore  they  must  now  refund  it. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiffs  :  Messrs.  WiUoughhy  &  Cox. 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendants :  Messrs.  Sharp  <&  Turner. 


OLIVE  V.  OLIVE. 

[1871    C.    203.] 

Apjportumment — Change  of  Interest  without  Death — Absolute  Estate  redtuxd  to  a 
Life  Estate— 4:  A  5  WHl  4,  c.  22 ;  33  <fc  34  Vict,  e.  Bo— Executory  Settlement 
— Estate  without  impeachment  of  Waste — Married  Woman — Restraint  on 
Anticipation, 

A  testator  gave  his  residuary  personal  estate,  with  the  accumiiLitions  thereof, 
to  his  trustees  in  trust  for  his  two  granddaughters  C,  and  P,,  as  tenants  in 
common,  their  shares  to  be  rested  at  twenty-one  or  marriage,  the  income  to 
be  applied  for  their  benefit  during  minority,  and  the  surplus  accumulated.  And 
the  testator  directed  that  in  case  either  granddaughter  married  under  twenty* 
one  the  trustees  should  settle  her  share  for  her  life  for  her  separate  use,  with 
remainder  to  her  children.  Both  the  granddaughters  married  under  twenty- 
one,  C,  in  1867,  and  P.  in  1870,  which  was  after  the  passing  of  the  Appor^ 
tionment  Act  (33  &  34  Vict.  c.  35):— 

Held,  that  in  both  cases  the  income  of  the  granddaughter's  share  was  ap« 
portionable  up  to  the  time  of  her  marriage. 

The  testator  devised  his  residuary  real  estate  to  his  trustees  in  trust  for 
his  granddaughter  F,  in  fee  at  twenty-one  or  marriage,  and  directed  that  if 
she  should  marry  under  twenty -one  his  trustees  should  settle  the  real  estate 
on  her  for  life  for  her  separate  use,  without  power  of  anticipation,  with  re- 
mainder to  her  children  as  tenants  in  common  m  tail ;  and  he  authorized  bis 
trustees  to  give  a  life  estate  to  his  granddaughter's  husband,  to  commence 
after  her  decease,  and  to  be  either  with  or  without  impeachment  of  waste  i 

Eddj  that  the  life  estate  given  to  the  granddaughter  must  not  be  without 
impeachment  of  waste;  such  an  estate  being  inconsistent  with  the  restraint 
on  anticipation. 

1  HIS  was  a  special  case  which  was  beard  before  the  Lords  Justices 
in  the  first  instance. 


Ii.JJ. 

1872 


F<j6.  19.  26. 
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L.  JJ.  Danid  Webb,  by  his  will,  dated  the  23rd  of  February,  1859,  be- 

1872  queathed  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  to  his  executors  and 
Oltvb  trustees,  H,  M.  Farquhar  and  W.  Q.  Duncan,  upon  trust  to  con- 
Cuts.       ^^^  ^^  same  and  to  inyest  the  proceeds  thereof,  and  to  stand 

possessed  of  the  trust  funds  and  securities,  and  the  accumulations 

thereof,  in  trust  for  his  grandchildren,  Isahd  WM,  afterwards 
Mrs.  Clivey  and  Laura  Sarah  Webb,  afterwards  Lady  Pet/ton,  in 
equal  shares ;  and  he  directed  that  these  shares  should  be  vested 
in  them  respectively  on  their  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  or  upon  their  marriage,  which  should  first  happen,  with 
benefit  of  survivorship  in  case  of  either  dying  under  that  age  un- 
married ;  and  the  testator  directed  that,  in  case  either  of  his  grand- 
children should  marry  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  the 
trustees  should,  by  all  proper  and  necessary  deeds,  settle  her  share 
in  the  residuary  personal  estate  upon  her  for  life  for  her  separate 
use,  either  with  or  without  the  power  of  disposing  of  the  income 
by  anticipation,  and  after  her  death  for  the  benefit  of  her  children, 
as  therein  mentioned ;  and  he  directed  that,  until  the  principal  of 
the  shares  of  his  residuary  personal  estate  should  become  payable 
or  divisible,  the  interest  thereof  might  from  time  to  time  be  ap- 
plied for  the  benefit  of  the  person  or  persons  presumptively  entitled 
to  the  principal  during  her  or  their  minority  or  respective  minori- 
ties ;  and  if  not  so  applied,  the  same  should  be  accumulated  for  the 
bene6t  of  such  person  or  persons  respectively. 

The  testator  devised  the  residue  of  his  real  estates  to  the  trus- 
tees upon  trust  for  his  said  granddaughter,  Laura  Sarah  Wdb, 
when  and  as  soon  as  she  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  or  should  marry  under  that  age,  which  should  first  hap- 
pen ;  and  directed  that  in  case  she  should  marry  under  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  the  trustees  should,  by  all  proper  and 
necessary  deeds,  settle  his  said  real  estates  upon  the  said  Laura 
Sarah  WM  during  her  life  for  her  separate  use,  with  a  restraint 
upon  anticipation,  with  remainder  to  her  children  as  tenants 
in  common  in  tail,  with  divers  remainders  over ;  and  the  testator 
authorized  his  trustees  to  secure  in  such  settlement  a  life  interest 
to  any  husband  of  his  said  granddaughter,  either  with  or  without 
impeachment  of  waste;  and  gave  power  to  the  trustees  to  apply 
all  or  any  part  of  the  income  of  the  real  estates  for  the  mainte- 
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naaoe  and  ednntioQ  of  his  add  grmnddangliter,  and  diieoted  that 
sabjeci  thereto  the  inoome  should  be  accmnalated  in  like  manner 
as  the  testator  directed  lespectiag  the  inoome  of  his  lestdoarr 


The  testator  died  in  December,  1860. 

On  the  9th  <tf  January,  1867,  JsoM  WM^  being  still  an  infant, 

married  her  present  hii8haiid,£L  Jff.  CUm.    On  the  10th  of  Jannaiy 

an  indenture  of  settlement  was  executed  whereby  A  IL  JPorjuAor 

and  W.  O.  Duncan  assigned  one  moiety  of  a  sam  of  £3   per 

Cent  Bednoed  Annnitiee  and  certain  stocks  and  funds  therein 

mentioned,  and  all  other  trost  moneys  and  secoritiee  subject  to 

the  trusts  of  the  wiU  of  Danid  WM^  and  of  the  income  thereof, 

and  sll  aocnmnlatiosis  of  the  same,  to  three  trostees  in  trost  for 

Mrs.  Clive  during  her  life  for  her  separate  use,  without  power  of 

anticipation,  and  after  her  death  for  her  husband  during  his  life, 

and  after  the  death  of  the  snryiyor  for  the  issue  of  the  marriacre. 

On  the  24th  of  November,  1870,  Laura  Sarah  WM,  being 
stiU  an  infant,  married  her  present  husband,  Sir  A.  W.  Peyton,  On 
the  25th  of  Noyember  an  indenture  of  settlement  was  executed 
whereby  H.  M.  Farjuhar  and  W.  O.  Duncan  assigned  the  other 
moiety  of  the  said  trust  funds  and  securities,  and  all  other  tlie 
share  and  interest  of  Lady  Peyton  under  the  said  will  of  Daniel 
WM,  and  the  income  thereof,  and  all  accumulations  of  the  same, 
to  three  trustees  in  trust  for  Lady  Peyton  during  her  life,  and 
after  her  death  for  her  husband  during  his  life,  and  after  the 
death  of  the  surviyor  for  the  issue  of  the  marriage. 

By  another  indenture  of  settlement  of  the  same  date,  H,  IT 
Farqvhar  and  W.  O,  Dunean  conveyed  the  residuary  real  estate 
derised  by  the  said  will  to  three  trustees  to  the  use  of  the  said 
trustees  and  their  heirs  during  the  life  of  Lady  PeyUm^  without 
impeachment  of  waste,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  income  to  Lady 
Peyton  for  her  separate  use,  without  power  of  anticipation,  with 
remainder  to  the  use  of  Sir  A.  W.  Peyton  during  his  life,  without 
impeachment  of  waste,  with  remainder  to  the  children  of  Lady 
Peyton  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail,  with  remainders  over;  and 
by  the  same  indenture  certain  funds  [representing  the  accumula- 
tions  of  income  of  the  real  estate  were  assigned  to  trustees  upon 
the  trusts  therein  mentioned. 
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L.  JJ.  The  special  case,  in  which  Mrs.  Clive  and  Lady  Peyton  were 

1S72        Plaintifis,  and  Mr.  Clive,  his  infant  daughter.  Sir  A  W.  Peyton^ 

Gliyi       ^^^  ^^^  trustees  of  the  settlements  were  Defendants,  was  filed  for 

the  purpose  of  determining  several  questions  which  arose  under 

the  settlements ;  the  only  questions  requiring  a  report  were— 

1.  Whether  the  first  payment  of  the  income  of  Mrs.  Clivers 
share  of  the  trust  funds  after  her  marriage  ought  to  be  considered 
income,  or  whether  it  ought  to  be  apportioned  between  capital  and 
income. 

2.  The  like  question  respecting  the  income  of  Lady  Peyton  $ 
share. 

3.  Whether  the  estate  limited  in  favour  of  Lady  Peyton  during 
her  life  ought  to  be  without  impeachment  of  waste. 

Mr.  Fry,  QC,  and  Mr.  Kingdon,  for  the  Plaintiffs : — 

With  respect  to  the  first  question,  Mrs.  Clivers  settlement  was 
executed  before  the  Apportionment  Act  (33  &  34  Vict.  c.  35),  and 
the  question  must  be  determined  as  the  law  stood  under  the  4  &  5 
Wai.  4,  c  22. 

We  contend  that  the  Act  did  not  apply  to  such  a  case  as  this. 
It  only  directs  that  an  apportionment  shall  take  place  *'  on  the 
death  or  determination  by  any  other  means  whatsoever  of  the 
interest"  of  the  person  interested  in  the  income.  But  in  this 
case  there  was  no  determination  of  interest  The  property  vested 
in  Mrs.  Clive  on  her  marriage ;  but  an  alteration  has  taken  place 
in  the  mode  of  enjoyment  The  whole  of  the  first  payment  of 
income  after  her  marriage  must  be  taken  as  income  under  the 
settlement :  Campbell  v.  Campbell  (1).  The  cases  which  will  be 
relied  on  by  the  other  side  are  all  based  upon  St  Avhyn  t. 
St.  Avhyn  (2j.  In  that  case  there  was  a  term  for  accumulation 
of  rents  for  payment  of  debts,  and  it  was  held  that  the  cesser  of 
that  term  was  a  determination  of  interest  Yice-Chancellor  Mdlins, 
in  Wheeler  v.  Tootd  (3),  and  Vice-Chancellor  Bacon,  in  Donald' 
son  V.  Donaldson  (4),  although  they  felt  themselves  bound  by  the 
authority  of  that  case,  yet  followed  it  with  reluctance.  In  Ship- 
perdson  v.  Tower  (5)  no  previous  interest  had  been  given  to  the 

(1)  7  Beav.  482.  (3)  Law  Rep.  3  Eq.  571. 

(2)  1  Dr.  &  Sm,  611.  (4)  Ibid.  10  Eq.  635. 

(6)  8  Jar.  485< 
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porsozi.  who  became  entitled  after  the  determination  of  the  tniBt       L.JJ. 
to  ctooiimulate.  1872 

THo  ^^fportianment  Act  (33  &  34  Viet.  e.  35)  came  into  operation       cijcvb 
beforo  tlie  execution  of  Lady  PeyiorCs  settlement ;  but  we  contend       q  *' 

tV:\a»'t  ^liat  Act  was  not  intended  to  apply  to  a  case  where  there  was         

no    cleterminatioo  of  interest^  but  only  a  change  in  the  mode  of 
exijoyment. 

^Witli  respect    to  the  life  interest  of  Lady  Peyton  in  the  real 

estate^  it  is  rigtitly  given  to  the  trustees  without  impeachment  of 

^waste.    That  is  the  usual  form  in  settlements ;  and  if  her  hushand 

lias  Buch  an   estate,  it  is  but  reasonable  that  she  have  it  also : 

Batikes  v.  Le  Despencer  (1). 

Mr.  Lcmgworihtfy  for  the  Defendants,  was  only  called  on  upon 
tlie  question  as  to  the  life  interest  of  Lady  Peyton : — 

The  object  of  tho  limitation  to  the  separate  use  of  a  married 
^woman  is  to  protect  her  against  her  husband's  debts.  If  she  has 
power  to  cut  the  timber,  her  husband  would  get  the  benefit  of  it. 
In  the  present  case  the  testator  has  given  discretion  to  the  trustees 
to  give  the  husband  such  an  estate,  but  he  has  given  no  such 
discretion  in  the  case  of  the  wife.  Davenport  v,  Davenport  (2)  is 
a  direct  decision  in  our  favour, 

Mr.  W.  W.  Sireeten,  for  the  trustees. 
Mr.  Kingdon,  in  reply- 

SiR  W.  M.  Ja^hibs,  L- J-  • — 

We  think  thcit  it  is  too  late  to  raise  the  question  as  to  apportion- 
ment after  the  cases  which  have  been  decided  in  this  Court.  One 
of  them — Ship^^^dson  ▼•  Tower  (3) — was  decided  as  long  ago  as 
1844,  and  no  attempt  has  been  made  to  shake  or  question  it.  We 
must,  thereforo^  take  it  to  be  the  ewrius  curias^  and  also  the  settled 
understanding  of  conveyancers,  that  the  Apportionment  Act  did 
apply  to  cases  of  this  kind.  The  new  Act  of  the  33  &  34  Vict. 
c.  35,  extended  the  principle  of  the  Act  of  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  22,  in 

(1)  10  Sim.  576.  (2)  1  H.  &  M.  775, 

(3)  8  Jur.  485. 
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li.  JJ.      the  same  direction,  so  as  to  make  it  applicable  to  eyery  form  of 
1872       reseryation  of  income,  which  was  in  all  cases  to  be  treated  as  if  it 
Olitb       ^^^^  interest  accruing  de  die  in  dievif  so  that  there  might  be  no 
Qj^l^      more  questions  on  this  subject. 

—  Therefore  the  authorities  dispose  of  the  question  as  regards 

Mi*s.  Clive's  settlement,  and  the  recent  Act  disposes  of  the  question 
as  regards  Lady  Peyton  8  settlement.  There  must  be  an  appor- 
tionment of  the  income  in  each  case  up  to  the  date  of  the  lady's 
marriage. 

There  remains  the  question  respecting  the  form  of  the  limitation 
of  the  life  estate  to  the  trustees  for  Lady  Peyton.  The  testator 
has  directed  the  trustees  to  settle  the  property  on  his  grand- 
daughter for  her  separate  use,  without  power  of  anticipation,  and 
has  expressly  authorized  them  to  give  power  to  her  husband  to 
commit  waste,  but  has  authorized  nothing  of  the  kind  with  respect 
to  the  granddaughter  herself.  It  appears  to  me  difficult  to  con- 
ceive how  a  power  to  commit  waste  can  exist  consistently  with  a 
restraint  on  anticipation.  The  very  object  of  the  restraint  is  to 
protect  the  property  against  the  husband ;  but  if  the  power  to 
commit  waste  was  given,  all  the  timber  on  the  estate  might  be 
swept  away  to  pay  the  husband's  debts.  There  was  no  inconsis- 
tency in  giving  such  a  power  to  the  husband.  The  trustees  might 
fairly  have  a  discretion  in  the  matter,  in  order  that  they  might 
make  the  best  terms  they  could  with  the  husband,  and  this  dis- 
cretion they  have  exercised. 

Sib  G.  Mellish,  L.  J.,  concurred. 

Solicitors  for  all  parties :  Messrs.  Cope^  Rose,  &  Pearson. 


VOL.  vn.] 


GHANOEBT  AFFEALa 


439 


ALLAN  V.  GOTT. 

[1867    A.    67.] 

WHl — Exoneration  of  Personalty — Legacies  charged  on  Beal  Estate — Diseretion 
in  Trustees  to  sell — Mixed  Fund  of  Reaity  and  Personalty, 

In  order  that  legacies  charged  upon  real  estate  may  be  payable  out  of  the 
real  and  personal  estate  pro  ratd^  it  is  not  necessary  that  tiie  testator  should 
have  directed  an  absolute  conversion  of  the  real  estate.  It  is  sufficient  that  he 
has  shewn  an  intention  of  creating  a  mixed  fund  of  realty  and  personalty  out 
of  which  the  le^^ies  are  to  be  paid. 

Therefore,  nvhere  a  testator  had  empowered  his  trustees  to  sell  his  real  and 
personal  estate  in  case  and  as  often  as  they  should  think  fit,  and  had  directed 
them  to  pay  certain  legacies  out  of  the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal  estate 
and  the  moneys  arising  from  the  sale  thereof:^ 

Held  (affirming  the  decision  of  Baoon^  V.C.),  upon  the  construction  of  the 
whole  will,  that  the  legacies  were  payable  pro  raid  out  of  the  real  and 
personal  estate. 

Tench  v.  Cheese  (1)  commented  on. 

JL  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  an  order  on  farther  consideration,  made 
by  Vice-Chancellor  Bacon. 

John  Oott,  by  his  will,  dated  the  26th  of  June,  1852,  directed  his 
just  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  to  be,  in  the  first 
place,  paid  and  discharged  out  of  his  personal  estate.  He  then 
gave  various  specific  and  pecuniary  legacies,  the  legacy  duty  on 
which  he  willed  should  be  paid  out  of  his  personal  estate,  and  de- 
vised two  freehold  estates  (one  of  which  he  directed  to  be  charsre- 
able  in  aid  as  thereinafter  mentioned,  with  the  annuity  thereinafter 
bequeathed  to  his  wife)  to  his  brother  William  Oott.  He  then  gave, 
devised,  and  bequeathed  uU  other  his  real  estate,  whatsoever  and 
wheresoever,  not  thereinbefore  disposed  of,  and  all  his  moneys  and 
securities  for  money,  and  all  other  his  personal  estate  and  efiects  not 
thereinbefore  disposed  of,  to  W.  GoU,  W.  Allan,  and  W.  W.  MaiUand, 
their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  upon  the  trusts 
thereinafter  declared;  and  he  empowered  his  said  trustees  or 
trustee  for  the  time  being,  from  time  to  time,  in  case  and  as  often 
as  they  or  he  should  tiiink  fit,  to  sell  and  absolutely  dispose  of, 
call  in  and  convert  into  money,  all  and  every  his  said  real  and 

(1)  6  D.  M.  ^  G.  453. 
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li.  JJ.  personal  estate,  and  as  regarded  his  real  estate,  either  together 
1872  or  in  lots  in  manner  therein  mentioned:  Provided  always  that 
Allan  his  said  trustees  and  executors  should  not  require  from  his  sur- 
yiyiug  partner  payment  of  his  share  in  the  capital  of  the  business 
earlier  after  his  decease  than  by  seven  annual  instalments,  the 
first  of  such  instalments  to  be  paid  at  the  end  of  twelve  calendar 
months  after  his  decease.  And  the  testator  directed  that  his  trustees 
or  trustee  for  the  time  being,  their  or  his  heirs,  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, or  assigns,  should  stand  possessed  of  the  residue  of 
his  said  real  and  personal  estate,  and  of  the  moneys  arising 
from  the  sale  thereof,  or  of  any  part  thereof,  if  and  when  sold, 
upon  trust,  after  payment  of  his  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary 
expenses,  and  the  several  pecuniary  legacies  thereinbefore  be- 
queathed, to  invest  and  place  out  the  residue  of  the  same 
trust  moneys  upon  the  securities  therein  mentioned,  and  upon 
further  trust  out  of  the  interest,  dividends,  and  annual  proceeds 
thereof  to  pay  an  annuity  of  £1200  to  bis  wife  during  her  life  by 
equal  half-yearly  payments ;  and  in  case  the  interest,  dividends, 
and  annual  proceeds  of  the  said  trust  moneys  should  at  any  time 
prove  insufficient  for  the  due  and  punctual  payment  of  the  said 
annuity,  he  directed  that  the  same  annuity,  or  so  much  as  should 
from  time  to  time  be  unpaid,  should  be  charged  upon  the  estate  there- 
inbefore devised  to  his  brother  W.  Oott  And  after  reciting  that  by 
his  marriage  settlement  a  sum  of  £6000  had  been  settled  on  his 
wife  for  life,  and  after  her  death  for  himself  for  life,  and  after  the 
death  of  the  survivor  for  such  persons  as  they  or  the  survivor 
should  appoint,  and  in  default  of  such  appointment,  for  his  own 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  the  testator  declared  that  the 
annuity  of  £1200  was  given  to  his  wife  in  satisfaction  of  all  interest 
in  the  said  sum  of  £6000,  and  upon  condition  that  she  should 
execute  a  release  of  the  said  sum  of  £6000,  so  that  the  sum  might 
become  effectually  vested  in  his  said  trustees,  whom  he  directed 
to  apply  the  same  in  augmentation  and  as  part  of  the  fund  to  arise 
from  the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal  estate.  The  testator  then 
directed  that  his  trustees  should,  by  and  out  of  the  said  trust  estates, 
moneys,  and  premises,  raise  the  sum  of  £10,000  for  each  of  his 
six  sisters,  to  be  held  upon  the  trusts  therein  declared  ;  and  as  to 
all  the  residue  and  remainder  c^f  his  said  real  and  personal  estate. 
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whatsoever  and  wheresoevery  not  thereinbefore  disposed  of,  he  gave 
devised  and  bequeathed  the  same  to  his  brother  W.  OaU^  his 
heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  for  his  and  their 
absolute  use  and  benefit 

The  testator  died  in  April,  1867.  William  Chtt,  the  residuary 
devisee  and  legatee,  died  in  his  lifetime.  The  present  suit  having 
l)een  instituted  by  fF.  Allan,  the  surviving  trustee,  and  his  wife, 
who  was  a  sister  and  one  of  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator,  for  the 
administration  of  the  estate,  the  question  arose  whether  the 
annuity  of  £1200  given  to  the  testator^s  wife,  and  the  six  legacies 
of  £10,000  each  given  to  the  testator's  sisters,  should  be  paid  out 
of  the  personal  estate,  or  whether  they  were  charged  upon  the  real 
and  personal  estate  pro  rata. 

The  Vice-C3iancellor  was  of  opinion  that  the  testator  had  shewn 
an  intention  of  making  a  mixed  fund  of  his  residuary  real  and 
personal  estate,  and  that  the  legacies  in  question  must  be  borne 
by  the  real  and  personal  estate  rateably. 

From  this  decision  the  heir-at-law  of  the  testator  appealed. 

Mr.  J.  Hinde  Palmer,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Whitehorney  for  the  Appel- 
lant : — 

In  order  that  the  legacies  may  be  payable  rateably  out  of  the 
Teal  and  personal  estate,  it  is  necessary  to  shew  an  intention  not 
only  to  charge  the  realty  but  to  discharge  the  personalty.  It  is 
not  sufficient  that  there  should  be  a  trust  for  sale  of  the  realty  ; 
there  must  be  an  absolate  direction  to  sell,  and  a  manifest  inten- 
tion to  create  a  mixed  fund.  Here  there  is  a  discretion  given  to 
the  trustees  whether  to  sell  or  not^  and  no  manifestation  of  an 
intention  to  create  a  mixed  fund :  Roberts  v.  Walker  (1) ;  Young 
v.  Haseard  (2) ;  Bouffhton  v.  Boughton  (3) ;  Tench  v.  Cheeee  (4)  ; 
Simmons  v.  Base  (5) ;  Bedford  v.  Bedford  (6) ;  Rhodes  v.  Rudge  (7)  ; 
^llis  V  Rcibins  (8) ;  Greenway  v.  Greenway  (9).  The  authority  of 
Fcdkner  v.  Graoe  (10),  which  may  be  relied  on  by  the  other  side^ 
is  weakened  by  the  observations  in  Tench  v.  Cheese. 


L.JJ. 

1872 


(1)  1  Rum.  &  Mj.  752. 

(2)  IJ.  &  Lat.  466. 

(3)  1  K.  L.  C.  406. 

(4)  6  D.  M.  k  G.  453. 

(5)  Ibid.  411. 
Vol.  VII. 


(6)  35  Bcav.  584. 

(7)  1  Sim.  79. 

(8)  1  De  G.  &  Sm.  131. 
(0)  2  D.  F.  &  J.  128. 

(10)  9  Hare,  280. 
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L.  JJ.  Mr.  AmpUM,  Q.G.,  Mr.  Bwandon,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Eddi$, 

1872  Q.C.,  Mr.  Fry,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Lindley,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Bagsham,  Mr.  BrodriA,. 

Allan  Mr.  Marten^  Mr.  North,  and  Mr.  Davey,  for  the  yarious  Bespondents, 

GoTT.  ^®^  '^^^  called  on. 

Sm  W.  M.  James,  L  J. : — 

We  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  hear  the  counsel  in  support  of 
the  decree  of  the  Yice-Ghancellor  in  this  case,  because  we  are- 
satisfied  that  the  decree  is  perfectly  right. 

As  a  great  number  of  cases  have  been  cited,  it  perhaps  may 
be  convenient,  and  of  some  utility,  to  recur  a  little  to  the  prin- 
ciples of  which  those  cases  are  illustrations  and  applications. 
Now,  it  is  quite  clear  that  by  the  law  of  the  land  the  debts  of  a 
deceased  person  are  a  charge  upon  his  personal  assets  wholly 
irrespective  and  paramount  to  any  will  which  he  may  express  with 
regard  to  them.  The  executor  is  bound  to  pay  the  creditor,  and 
the  creditor  is  entitled  to  be  paid  out  of  those  personal  aasets^ 
immediately,  or  as  soon  as  it  can  be  done  in  the  course  of  adminis- 
tration. Therefore  the  personal  estate  is  the  primary  fund  for 
the  payment  of  debts.  To  a  great  extent  the  same  thing  is  appli- 
cable to  legacies ;  that  is  to  say,  legacies  given  simpUeiier  are  to 
be  paid  by  the  legal  personal  representatives  out  of  the  personal 
assets,  and  therefore  the  ordinary  rule  and  presumption  is,  that 
the  personal  estate  is  also  the  primary  fund  for  the  payment  of 
legacies.  That  being  so,  it  was  long  ago  settled  that  where  a 
testator  was  minded,  in  addition  to  his  personal  estate,  to  make  his 
real  estate  assets  for  the  payment  of  debts  and  legacies,  or  either  of 
them,  the  presumption  is  that  the  real  estate  was  made  an  auxi- 
liary fimd,  secondarily  liable  only,  to  the  personal  estate,  which 
still  retained  its  primary  liability.  That  being  so,  it  was  held 
that  it  was  absolutely  necessary,  not  only  to  have  an  expression  of 
oneration  of  the  real  estate,  but  a  su£Scient  expression  of  exonera- 
tion of  the  personal  estate,  either  wholly  or  partially,  before  there 
could  be  any  interference  with  the  ordinary  rule  for  the  application 
of  assets.  At  first  it  seems  to  have  been  thought  that  that  was 
to  be  evidenced  by  actual  expression  of  oneration  and  exoneration,, 
but  in  a  series  of  cases,  of  which  the  case  of  Boatle  v.  Blunddl  (1) 

(1)  1  Mer.  193. 
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18  a  sufficient  instance,  it  ivas  held  that  you  might  in  that  case,  as 
in  any  other  case,  for  this  purpose  as  well  as  for  other  purposeSy 
look  at  the  whole  contents  of  the  will ;  and  if,  upon  an  interpreta- 
tion of  the  will  according  to  the  ordinary  principles  of  legal  con- 
struction, the  Court  arrived  at  a  judicial  conyiction  that  there  was 
an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  testator,  not  merely  that  the  real 
estate  should  be  onerated,  but  that  it  should  be  onerated  in  par- 
tial or  total  exoneration  of  the  personal  estate,  the  Court  was 
bound  to  give  effect   to  that  intention.      Bat,  with  regard  to 
legacies,  it  is  important  to  observe  that  legacies  do  not  stand 
entirely  on  the  same  footing  as  debts.    A  gift  of  a  legacy  or  & 
sum  of  money  may  well  be  made  so  as  not  to  charge  personal 
estate  at  all.     It  is  of  every  day  occurrence  that  a  man  may- 
give  his  farm  of  WhUeaere  charged  with  an  annuity  or  sum  of 
money  in  favour  of  a  second  person.    In  that  case  the  annuity  or 
sum  of  money  would  never  be  a  legacy  in  respect  of  which  the 
personal  estate  vras  ever  charged  at  all ;  and  you  would  not  be 
obliged  to  find  any  intention  to  exonerate  that  which  was  never 
onerated.    A  testator  may  also  do  this— he  may  give  to  a  specific 
devisee,  or  to  a  specific  legatee,  a  portion  both  of  his  real  and  per^ 
.sonal  estate ;  for  instance,  he  may  give  his  freehold  house,  together 
with  his  leasehold  coachhouse  and  stable,  together  with  the  furni- 
ture and  effects  in  the  house,  coachhouse,  and  stable,  all  to  one 
person,  charged  with  the  payment  of  an  annuity  or  a  sum  of  money 
to  some  other  person.     In  that  case  there  would  be  no  question  of 
priority  as  between  the  freehold  and  personal  parts  of  that  which 
constituted  one  subject  of  gift  to  one  person;  but  so  far  as  it 
might  be  necessary  to  ascertain  the  effect  of  the  charge  upon  a  sub- 
sequent devolution  of  title,  the  whole  charge  in  that  case  would  be 
a  charge  equally  upon  all  and  every  part  of  the  subject  of  the  gift. 
In  tibat  state  of  things  came  the  case  of  Baberta  v.  Walker  (1), 
in  which  this  occurred :  A  testator  gave  the  whole  of  his  real  and 
personal  estate,  with  directions  to  conyert  them  and  pay  legacies 
out  of  that  fund,  and  thereupon  the  question  arose  what  was  the 
proper  mode  of  application  in  that  case.    Sir  John  Leachf  the  Master 
of  the  Bolls,  said  that,  in  a  case  of  that  kind, ''  When  a  testator 
creates  from  real  estate  and  personal  estate  a  mixed  and  general 

(1)  1  Buss,  ft  Mj.  762,  767. 
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L.  JJ.      fund,  and  directs  the  whole  of  that  fund  to  be  applied  for  certain 

1872       stated  parposeSy  he  does  in  effect  direct  that  the  real  and  personal 

Allan      estates  which  have  been  converted  into  that  fund  shall  answer  the 

Q^^       stated  purposes,  and  every  of  them,  pro  raid,  according  to  their 

respective  values.    If  any  of  those  purposes  fail,  then  the  part  of 

the  fund  which,  according  to  the  intention  of  the  testator,  would 
otherwise  have  been  applicable  to  those  purposes  is  undisposed  of." 
That  decision  came  to  be  considered  in  a  case  of  Boughion  v.  Bought 
ton  (1),  in  which  there  was  a  mere  gift  of  real  and  personal  estate, 
with  a  direction  to  pay  certain  annuities  out  of  the  rents  and 
profits.  Yice-Chancellor  Knight  Bruee,  upon  that  case  cH)ming 
before  him,  considered  it  absolutely  clear,  according  to  his  view  of 
the  testator's  intention,  that  a  mere  gift  to  trustees  in  trust  to  pay 
out  of  the  aggregate  property  the  sums  in  question,  was  of  itself  a 
sufficient  indication  of  intention  to  create  a  mixed  and  general  fund 
within  the  meaning  of  the  case  of  BdberU  v.  Walker  (2).  An  appeal 
was,  however,  brought  to  the  House  of  Lords,  and  in  the  House  of 
Lords  Lord  Cottenhamf  in  moving  the  house  for  a  reversal  of  the 
Vice-Chancellor's  decree,  was  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  such 
intention  to  be  gathered  from  the  will  in  that  case,  and  took  some 
pains  to  shew  that,  in  truth,  not  only  was  there  no  intention  to 
create  a  mixed  and  general  fund,  but  that  it  was  not  in  the 
testator's  contemplation  that  the  real  estate  should  be  sold  at  all. 
That  seems  to  have  been  the  main  ground  upon  which  he  based 
his  speech  to  the  House  of  Lords. 

However,  that  question  had  again  to  be  considered  in  Teneh  v. 
Cheese  (3).  There  a  testator  gave  his  real  and  personal  estate  to 
trustees,  in  trust  to  pay  an  annuity  to  M.  P.  8.,  and  if  she  should 
have  children,  to  raise  £4000  for  the  younger  children.  Upon 
consideration  of  the  case  of  Boughion  v.  Boughion,  the  Court,  con- 
sisting of  Lord  Chancellor  Oranivorih,  Lord  Justice  Turner,  and 
Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruee,  who  evidently  retained  his  own  original 
opinion  in  Boughion  v.  Boughton,  held  that  the  rule  in  Boberts  v. 
Walker  did  not  apply.  They  said  it  possibly  might  be  more  con- 
sistent with  common  sense  to  think  that  it  could  not  make  much 
difference  whether  a  man  directed  his  debts  and  legacies  to  be 
paid  out  of  real  estate,  which  he  gave  to  his  trustees  charged  with 
(1)  1  H.  L.  C.  406.        (2)  1  Russ.  &  My.  752,         (8)  6  D.  M.  &  G.  453. 
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those  debts  and  legacies,  leaving  it  to  be  implied  that  they  were  to 
raise  them  as  they  eonld,  or  whether  he  gave  it  on  an  express 
trust — ^possibly  the  distinction  between  the  two  would  be  so  nice 
a  distinction  that  it  would  hardly  commend  itself  to  the  unin- 
structed  mind — but  the  Lord  Chancellor  and  Lord  Justice  Turner 
were  of  opinion  that  where  there  is  that  simple  gift  of  the  whole 
real  and  personal  estate,  and  no  direction  to  sell,  the  application  of 
the  estate  would  be  according  to  the  ordinary  rule,  namely,  that 
the  personal  estate  must  be  applied  first,  and  the  real  estate  in 
the  next  instance.    One  or  two  expressions  of  the  Lord  Chancellor 
and  Lord  Justice  Ttimer  were  relied  upon  in  support  of  the  con- 
tention of  the  Appellant  in  this  case.     One  was  an  expression 
used  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  who  said  there  was  **  a  direction  to 
sell ;"  and  Lord  Justice  Turner  used  these  words :  **  The  mere  &ct 
of  the  real  and  personal  estate  being  given  together  does  not  con- 
stitute them  a  mix&d  fund  for  the  payment  of  debts,  legacies,  or 
annuities ;  but  in  order   to  effect  that  purpose,  there  must  be  a 
direction  for  the  sale  of  the  real  estate  so  as  to  throw  the  two 
funds  absolutely  and  inevitably  together  to  answer  the  common 
purposes  of  the  will.**     From  that  it  was  contended  that  the  case 
establishes  as  a  rule  of  law  that  there  must  be  an  absolute  con- 
version out  and  out.    Now  that  was  not  really  necessary  for  the 
decision  of  that  case,  and  the  distinction  between  an  absolute 
direction  and  a  discretionary  power  to  sell  was  not  before  their 
Lordships ;  and  I  do  not  understand  that  case  as  laying  it  down 
that  the  only  case  in  which  this  doctrine  of  total  exoneration  is  to 
be  found  is  where  there  has  been  a  direction  to  convert  the  real 
estate.    Otherwise,  the   rule  would  exclude  a  case  in  which  a 
testator  says  expressly  that  he  means  his  real  estate  to  be  the 
primary  fund,  lliere  must  be  other  modes  of  ascertaining  whether 
that  is  the  intention.     The  decision  was  simply  that  where  there  is 
a  mere  gift  of  real  and  personal  estate  together,  that  mere  fact 
does  not  constitute  them  a  mixed  fund  for  the  payment  of  the 
legacies  or  annuities. 

It  appears  to  me  that  that  case  does  not  compel  us  to  say  there 
must  be  an  absolute  conversion  in  order  to  bring  the  case  within 
the  meaning  of  the  rule  in  Bcberis  v.  Walker  (1). 

There  are  two  other  cases  which  I  ought  to  notice.    One  waa 

(I)  1  Boas.  &  My.  752. 
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L.  J  J.      Falkner  v.  Chraee  (1),  decided  by  Lord  Justice  Turner  when  Vioe- 
1872       Chancellor.   I  think  that  decision  was  quite  right,  becaose  the  gift 

Allan  ^^  ^^  ^  moiety  of  the  estate,  which,  in  my  opinion,  would  be 
exactly  the  same  thing  as  a  gift  ont  of  a  share.  It  stands  in  the 
same  way  as  a  gift  out  of  a  specific  portion,  and  therefore  that 
case  is  una£Eected  by  Tench  v.  Cheese  (2).  Then,  with  regard  to  the 
decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  in  Bedford  y.  Bedford  (3),  that 
was  a  case  where  the  'property  was  given  for  the  purpose  of 
answering  the  immediate  object  with  an  ultimate  direction  to  sell. 
That  is  a  snfiScient  indication  of  an  intention  to  make  it  a  mixed 
fund,  and  that,  decision  is  not  inconsistent  with  Tench  y.  Oheeee. 

Now,  when  we  consider  the  whole  of  this  will  before  us,  it 
appears  to  me  that  it  is  really  stronger  in  many  respects  than  the 
will  in  the  case  of  Bcberts  y.  Walker  (4).  I  think  that  there  is  strong 
evidence  of  intention  that  there  should  be  a  mixed  fund  made  out 
of  the  two  estates.  It  is  not  unimportant  to  observe  that  the 
testator  begins  by  directing  the  payment  of  his  debts  out  of  his 
personal  estate.  He  then  gives  certain  specific  legacies,  and  also 
certain  large  pecuniary  legacies,  which  are  payable,  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  administration,  out  of  the  personal  estate.  Having  so 
directed  the  application  of  his  assets,  and  having  made  these 
specific  devises  and  bequests,  and  these  pecuniary  bequests^  he  is 
then  minded  to  take  the  residue  which  shall  remain,  not  only  of 
the  personal  estate,  but  of  the  real  estate,  and  he  gives  them 
altogether  in  one  mass  to  his  trustees  upon  the  trusts  afterwards  ex- 
pressed, not  with  any  positive  direction  to  sell  the  real  estate,  but 
with  directions  which  appear  to  me  to  shew  more  completely  a 
union  and  fusion  of  the  two  estates  than  I  have  found  in  any  of 
the  cases  cited  to  us.  For  he  empowers  the  trustees  to  deal  with 
the  whole  of  the  aggregate  mass  of  real  and  personal  estate  in  their 
discretion ;  he  gives  tliem  power  to  sell  any  part  of  the  real,  or 
any  part  of  the  personal,  estate  as  and  when  they  shall  think  fit, 
which  in  itself  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  idea  that  they  were 
bound,  under  penalty  of  breach  of  trust,  to  apply  the  whole  of  the 
personalty  in  payment  of  the  charges  afterwards  thrown  on  the 
fund  before  they  could  resort  to  the  real  estate.  In  fact,  he  has 
put  the  whole  property  into  their  hands  as  one  mixed  estate,  with 

(1)  9  Hare,  280.  (3)  35  Beav.  684. 

(2)  6  D.  M.  &  G.  453.  ,  (4)  1  Rnas.  ft  My.  752, 
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a  fiill  discretioii  in  them  to  sell  and  apply  if  and  as  they  think 
fit  the  whole  of  the  realty  before  they  touch  a  single  portion  of  the 
personalty;  and  he  goes  on  to  direct,  with  regard  to  a  considerable 
portion  of  his  personalty^  that  they  shall  not  have  the  means  of 
using  that  for  the  purpose  of  discharging  the  sums  he  has  sub- 
sequently given ;  because,  with  regard  to  his  share  of  the  capital  in 
his  partnership  business,  he  directs  that  they  shall  not  call  it  in 
•except  by  seven  annual  instalments,  and  the  first  of  those  seven 
annual  instalments  is  not  to  be  required   until  twelve   months 
after  his  death,  by  which  time  it  would  be  presumed  that  the 
legacies  wonld  be  paid.    Then,  by  way  of  evidencing  the  mixed 
and  special  character  of  the  fond  he  has  so  created,  he  has  directed 
to  be  added  to  that,  something  which  is  no  part  of  either  his  real 
or  personal  estate.    His  wife  had  an  interest  in  certain  property 
imder  her  marriage  settlement,  and  he  directs  her  to  release  it, 
not  to  his  real  estate,  or  to  his  personal  estate,  but  to  release  it 
for  the  purpose  of  its  being  added  to  that  which  he  himself  calls 
the  fund  which  was  to  be  produced  from  his  real  and  personal 
•estate.    He  directs  investments  of  that  fund  in  Government  and 
real  securities ;  he  gives  an  annuity  to  his  wife  payable  out  of  the 
mixed  fund,  and  then  six  legacies  of  £10,000  each,  to  be  raised 
out  of  the  special  fund  so  specially  constituted.    I  am  of  opinion 
that  he  has  well  and  efiectually  constituted  a  mixed  fund  of  the 
Teal  and  personal  estate,  and  of  the  third  estate  brought  into  it,, 
which  he  has  made  specifically  subject  to  those  charges.    I  think 
the  result  is  that  these  sums,  which  he  has  directed  to  be  raised 
•out  of  the  mixed  property  so  given,  are  a  charge  upon  the  whole 
and  every  part  of  it,  and  that  the  Yice-Chancellor  was  right  'in 
•saying  that  the  real  estate  must  bear  its  share  of  the  burthen, 
although  by  far  the  largest  portion  will  fall  on  the  personal  estate. 
The  appeal  must  therefore  be  dismissed.    The  costs  will  come  out 
of  the  estate^ 

Sir  G.  Melmsh,  L  J. : — 
I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Solicitors:  Messrs.  Bdl,  Brodrieh,  &  Grey  ;  Mr.  H.  A.  Maude  ; 
Messrs.  Paieraon,  Snow,  db  Bwmey ;  Messrs.  JB.  A  W.  B.  Smith ; 
Messrs.  Palmer,  Elands  &  NetUeahip. 
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L.  jj.  WILSON  V.  O'LEARY. 

^^^  [1870    W.    143.] 


FA.  26 ; 
Mareh  2.  4,  7.   Legacies— Ttvo  Codicils^  CumtdcUive  Oifl—Evicknee— Letter  from  Solicitor  to 

Testator, 

A  testator,  by  codicil,  gave  legacies  of  yarioTis  amounts  to  nine  legatees, 
and  a  year's  wages  to  every  one  of  his  servants.  He  afterwards  made  a  second 
codicil,  which  was  substantially  a  copy  of  the  former,  except  as  follows : — 
One  of  the  legatees  named  in  the  first  codicil  was  not  named  in  the  second — 
three  of  the  legacies  given  by  the  second  codicil  were  less  than  those  given  by 
the  first  to  the  same  persons — one  legacy  was  given  by  the  second  codicil  to 
a  person  not  named  in  the  first — the  gift  to  servants  by  the  second  codicil 
was  of "  a  year's  wages  liberally  interpreted,"*  and  the  second  codicil  con- 
tained a  direction  for  payment  of  duty  on  legacies  : — 

Hdd  (affirming  the  decision  of  Bacon^  V.G.),  that  the  case  was  not  taken 
out  of  the  general  rule  that  the  gift  of  a  legacy  by  a  subsequent  instrument 
to  a  person  who  takes  a  legacy  under  an  earlier  instrument  is  cumulative 
and  not  substitutionaiy : 

Held^  also,  that  a  letter  written  to  the  testator  by  his  solicitor  advising 
him  to  recopy  his  first  codicil  was  inadmissible. 

X  HIS  was  an  appeal  by  the  residuary  legatees  under  the  wiU  of 
General  Sir  De  Laey  Evans,  from  a  decision  of  Yice-Chancellor 
Bacon,  holding  that  legacies  given  by  a  second  codicil  were  in 
addition  to  and  not  in  substitution  for  those  given  to  the  same  per- 
sons by  an  earlier  codicil.     The  case  is  reported.  (1) 

The  testator  by  his  will,  made  in  1860,  after  giving  legacies  to 
John  ffLeary,  Henry  O^Leary,  and  others,  bequeathed  the  residue 
to  Jo^hn  0*Leary  and  S.  O'Leary  in  equal  shares. 

The  first  codicil  was  dated  the  17th  of  June,  1867.  The 
second  was  not  dated,  but  was  shewn  to  have  been  made  in 
January  1868. 

For  convenience  of  comparison  they  are  given  below  in  parallel 
columns,  and  in  paragraphs ;  the  clauses  by  which  gifts  of  different 
amounts  were  given  to  the  same  persons  being  printed  in  italics^ 
and  the  clauses  which  had  nothing  in  common  in  capitals. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  12  Eq.  525. 
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"This  is  a  codicU  to  the  will  of 
General  Sir  De  Lacy  Evans,  G.C.B. 

/  wtll  and  hequeath  £4000  to  my 
dear  friend  Col<mel  Tounisend  Wilaon, 
late  of  the  Cdldtiream  Guards. 

Iwia  and  bequ4!ath  £2000  to  General 
Sir  Bichard  Daeres,  B.A, ; 

£2000  to  Admiral  Sir  Sydney  Dacres ; 

£2000  to    John  C/Leary,  of   Fort\ 
Shannon  Glin ; 

£3000  to  Henry  O^Leary,  of  New 
Zealand; 

£500  to  Alexander  Greig,  Esq.,  of 
Lowndes  Street; 

£1500  to  Mrs.  Mary  Ann  Sleeman/ 
natural  daughter  of  my  late  uncle,  Major 
Henry  Bvans,  long  since  deceased ; 

£1600  to  my  excellent  servant  and  ^  ' 
friend,  Samuel  Smart,  or  Smouth ; 

and  au  "additional  £500  if  he  should 
be  with  me  at  my  death ; 

A  year's  wages  to  every  one  of  my 
servants  ; 

£2000  TO  DxBOBAH  Wabb,  M7  house- 
kxkpkb,  and  the  attached  fbisnd  of 
IjATe  deab  wife.** 


"  This  18  a  codicU  to  the  will  of  me, 
Geneml  Sir  De  Lacy  Evans,  G.C.B.," 
which  was  dated  Septemher,  1860. 

"/  rniU  and  bequeath  £2000  to  my 
dear  friend  Colonel  Toumsend  Wilson, 
late  qf  the  Coldstream  Guards, 

IioUl  and  bequeath  £1000  to  General 
Sir  Richard  Dacres,  B.A. ; 

£1000  to  Admiral  Sir  Sydney  Dacres; 

I  will  and  bequeath  £500  to  Alexander 
Greig,  Esq.,  of  Lowndes  Street  Square  ; 

£2000  to  John  O'Leaiy,  Esq.,  of  Fort 
Shannon ; 

£3000  to  Henry  O'Leary,  at  present 
,of  New  Zealand ; 

£1500  to  my  excellent  head-servant, 
Samuel  Smart,  or  Smouth  ; 

and  £500  extra  if  he  shall  be  with 
me  at  my  death ; 

£1500  to  Mrs.  Sleeman,  natural 
daughter  of  my  late  uncle.  Major 
Evans,  of  Goujam,  India. 

1  bequeath  a  yearns  wages,  libeixUly 
interpreted,  to  all  my  servants. 

I  BEQUEATH  £2000  TO  HT  DEAB  AND 
VALUED    FBIBND,   GaFTAIK    W.   Ea8T- 

wicK,  OF  THE  Council  of  India. 
These  shall  be  fbeb  of  lbqact 

DUTY." 

The  will  and  both  codicils  were  admitted  to  probate. 
On  farther  consideratioQ  before  yice-Chancellor  Baeon  the  resi- 
duary legatees  tendered  in  evidence  a  letter  from  the  solicitor  who 
prepared  the  will  and  first  codicil,  and  an  affidavit  from  the  soli- 
citor, who  deposed  that  the  testator  after  having  made  the  will  and 
first  codicil,  and  left  them  with  him,  wrote  to  him  for  copies  of 
them,  which  the  solicitor  sent  with  the  letter  in  question,  in  which 
he  advised  the  testator  to  recopy  the  codicil,  as  his  signature  to  it 
was  in  an  inconvenient  place.    The  admission  of  this  letter  was 
objected  to.    Having  been  read  before  the  Chief  Clerk,  and 
entered  in  his  certificate,  it  was  read  de  hene  esse,  but  the  Yice- 
Chancellor  considered  it  immaterial,  and  decided  that  the  legacies 
were  cumulative. 

Mr.  Kay,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  W.  Pearson,  for  the  Appellants : — 
No  doubt  legacies  given  by  two  distinct  instruments  are,  prima 
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L.  JJ.      fade,  cumulative :  Eodey  y.  Hatton  (1) ;  but  even  small  circum- 

1872        stances  have  often  taken  a  case  out  of  the  rule :   BusseU  v.  ] 

^lir^^  Dickson  (2).  Where  the  same  cause  is  mentioned  for  the  two  gifts 
they  are  not  cumulative  :  Duke  of  St.  AIban*8  v.  Beauderk  (3) ; 
Benyan  v.  Benyon  (4).  Gifts  have  been  held  substitutionary  where 
one  instrument  was,  in  the  main,  a  mere  repetition  of  the  other, 
as  here :  Men  v.  Callow  (5) ;  Barclay  v.  Wainwright  (6) ;  Camp- 
hell  V.  Earl  Radnor  (7) ;  Ckxjte  v.  Boyd  (8),  which  is  very  similar  to 
the  present  case ;  Bdtley  v.  BdHey  (9) ;  CHUespie  v.  Alexander  (10) ; 
Eemminff  v.  Ourrey  (11) ;  Moggridge  v.  ThackwfU  (12) ;  Kidd  v. 
Nor(h  (13) ;  Attom^-General  v.  Harley  (14).  The  affidavit  is  ad- 
missible in  evidence  to  shew  the  circtmistances  under  which  the 
second  codicil  was  made:  Martin  v.  Drinkwaier  (15);  Cruy  v. 
Sharp  (16). 

Mr.  AmpHett,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Benehaw,  for  the  Plaintifis. 

Sir  Bounddl  Palmer,  0.0.,  Mr.  Everitt,  and  Mr.  Bowen  May,  for 
Admiral  Daeres  and  General  Daerea : — 

In  deciding  this  case  there  are  four  undisputed  principles  to  be 
kept  in  view :  1.  That  the  Court  of  Probate  has  exclusive  juris- 
diction to  decide  whether  one  instrument  is  a  total  revocation  of 
another.  The  grant  of  probate,  therefore,  is  conclusive  that  there 
is  no  such  total  revocation  here.  2.  That  if  both  instruments 
are  admitted  to  probate  then  prima  facie  a  gift  in  the  second  is 
a  new  gift,  not  substitutionary  for,  or  revocatory  of,  a  gift  in  the 
first  3.  That  this  presumption  is  strengthened  when  the  second 
codicil  contains  no  words  of  revocation.  4.  That  a  dear  gift 
is  not  to  be  taken  away  or  cut  down  except  by  something  clear,  or 
as  it  has  been  often  expressed,  by  something  *^  equally  dear " — 
not^  of  course,  using  those  words  in  the  strict  sense,  but  as 

(1)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  390,  n. ;  Tu.  L.  C.  (8)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  521. 
3rd  Ed.  313.  (9)  2  Beav.  95. 

(2)  4  H.  L.  C.  293,  304.  (10)  2  S.  &  S.  145. 

(3)  2  Atk.  636,  640.  (11)  2  S.  &  S.  311 ;  1  BIL  (N.S.)  479. 

(4)  17  Ves.  34.  (12)  1  Ves.  464. 

(5)  3  Ves.  289.  (13)  2  Ph.  91. 
;    (6)  Ibid.  462.  (14)  4  Madd.  263. 

(7)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  271.  (15)  2  Beav.  215. 

(16)  1  My.  &  K.  589. 
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denoting  expressions  so  clear  as  to  leave  no  reasonable  doubt : 
Doe  V.  Hieks  (1) ;  Bmhury  v.  Bufflmry  (2)  ;  Btcke&  y.  Berm  (3), 
On  the  anthorities  the  gifts  here  are  cnmnlaiiTe.     The  authority 
of  Hooley  y.  Hatton  (4),  has  been  recognised  in  all  the  later  cases. 
The  observations  in  Dvke  of  St  Albania   t.  Beauclerk(5),  are 
indeed,  to  some  extent,  opposed  to  it,  but  that  case  is  peculiar,  and 
some  of  the  remarks  attributed  to  Lord  Hardwieke  are  not  con- 
sistent with  the  current  of  authority.    In  page  639,  the  reason 
given  for  taking  the  case  out  of  the  general  rule  is  the  peculiar 
way  in  which  the  codicil   Avas  imported  into  the  will;    and    in 
Lee  V.  Pain  (6),  it  is  said  that  Duke  of  St.  Jlban's  v.  Beaw^erk 
must   be  considered   as  standing  alone.      In  Campbell  v.  Elari 
Sadnor  (7),  as  A^ice-Chancellor   Wiffram    observed    in  Lee  y. 
Pain  (8),  neither  the  facts  nor  reasoning  fully  appear.     Bidges  v. 
Ifbrnsofi  (9),  and  BaiUie  v.  BuUerfidd  (10),  are  in    our  favour. 
Moggridge  v.  Thaek^ceU  (11)  is  explained  in  Lee  v.  Pain  (12).    In 
Barday  v.  Wainwrighi  (13)  one  legacy  was  expressed  to  be  in 
addition,  which  was  a  strong  ground  for  holding  the  others  to  be 
in  substitution.     Benyon  v.  Benyon  (14)  and  Currie  v.  Pye  (15), 
are  in  our  favour,  though  they  may  be  used  against  some  of  the 
Respondents;  and  so  is  Ewti  v.  Beach  (16).     The  cases  are  re- 
viewed in  Suisse  v.   Lord  Loidher  (17).    BMey  v.  jBoMsy  (18) 
turned  on  double  portions*     In  Boch  v.  Callen  (19),  where  the 
gifts  were  of  equal  amount,  they  were  held  cumulative,  though 
the  words  **  my  servant,"  might  have  been  held  to  express  the 
motive.    In  Kidd  v.  North  (20)  the  last  instrument  was  incom-> 
plete,  but  clearly  intended  to  be  substitutionary,  it  was,  therefore, 
treated*  as  such  so  &r  as  it  went.    In  Satvrey  v.  Bumney  (21)  a 
rather  strong  context  was  held  insufficient  to  make  the  gift  substi* 


(1)  8  Bing.  475. 

(2)  13  Jur.  1091. 

(3)  12  CL  &  F.  161, 186. 

(4)  Tu.  L.  C.  3rd  Ed.  313,  315. 

(5)  2  Atk.  636. 

(6)  4  Hare,  201,  240. 

(7)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  271. 

(8)  4  Hare,  244. 

(9)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  389. 
(10)  1  Cox,  392. 


(11)  1  Vea.  464. 

(12)  4  Hare,  219,  244. 

(13)  3  Ves.  462. 

(14)  17  Ves.  34. 

(15)  Ibid.  462. 

(16)  5  Madd.  3.S1. 

(17)  2  Hare,  424. 

(18)  2  Beav.  95, 

(19)  6  Hare,  631. 

(20)  2  Ph.  91. 


Ii.JJ. 
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O* 


V. 


(21)  5  De  G.  &  Sm.  69a 
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L.  jj.       tutionary.     In  Russell  v.  Dickson  (1)  the  testator  was  in  loco 
1872        parentis,  and  there  was  a  very  strong  context.    The  parol  evidence 
Wilson.      ^  inadmissible :  Hall  v.  Hill  (2). 

OXkary.         Mr.  H.  8.  MUmany  for  Mrs.  Sleeman  and  Alexander  Qreig : — 

My  case  differs  from  that  of  Admiral  and  General  Dacres  only 
in  the  equality  of  the  legacies.  Equality,  where  the  same  pur- 
pose is  mentioned  in  each  case,  favours  substitution ;  but  there  is 
no  such  effect  in  mere  equality :  Watson  v.  Heed  (3) ;  Spire  v. 
Smiih  (4). 

Mr.  Eddis,  Q.C.y  and  Mr.  Charles  HaU,  for  Colonel  Tounuhend 
Wilson,  BAorah  Warr,  Captain  Eastwick,  Samuel  Smouth,  and  the 
other  servants : — 

As  regards  Colonel  T.  Wilson  we  have  nothing  to  add  to  the 
argument  for  Admiral  and  General  Daeres.  As  to  Dd)orah  Warr 
and  Captain  Eastwick  no  question  arises.  As  regards  the  ser- 
vants, it  is  contended  by  the  Appellants  that  there  is  substitu- 
tion, because  the  gifts  are  equal  and  a  motive  assigned ;  but  the 
case,  we  contend,  is  not  within  the  rule  as  to  motive  in  Hurst 
v.  Bea4ih  (5),  which  only  applies  where  some  particular  purpose  of 
limited  extent  is  pointed  out  as  the  reason  for  making  the  gift. 
Eoch  V.  CaRen  (6)  is  in  our  favour. 

[They  also  referred  to  BobUy  v.  Bdbley  (7);  Moggridge  v. 
ThaekweU{iS) ;  Johnstone  v.  Earl  of  Harrowby{9) ;  Lee  v.  Pain  (10)  ; 
Suisse  V.  Lord  Lowther  (1 1) ;  Mackenzie  v.  Mackenzie  (12) ;  Cress- 
well  V.  CressweO  (13).] 

Mr.  Kay,  in  reply. 


March  7.    Sir  W.  M.  James,  L.J. : — 

I  am  of  opinion  in  this  case  that  the  decree  of  the  Yice-Chan- 
cellor  must  be  affirmed.    The  basis  of  the  elaborate  and  able 

(1 )  4  H.  L.  C.  293.  (7)  2  Beav.  96. 

(2)  1  D.  &  War.  94.  (8)  1  Vea.  464. 

(3)  6  Sim.  431.  (9)  1  D.  F.  &  J.  183, 191. 

(4)  1  Beav.  419.  (10)  4  Hare,  201. 

(5)  5  Madd.  351,  358.  (11)  2  Ibid.  424. 

(6)  6  Hare,  531.  (12)  2  Kuas.  262. 

(13)  Tjiw  Rep.  n  Eq.  69,  76. 
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n^r^ixments  whicli  were  addressed  to  us  by  Mr.  Kay  and  Mr.  Pearson       L.  j j. 
if^ets,    that  taking  the  two  codicils  out  of  which  the  question  has        iS72 
ttriaen  and  putting  them  side  by  side,  we,  as  men  of  the  world  ac-      y^^^ 
o  uBtozned  to  know  how  testators  make  testamentary  instruments,  and     ^.,  *'* 

jvid^ging  of  all  the  probabilities  of  the  case,  cannot  avoid  arriving        

Ai;  -tlie  conclusion  that  the  one  codicil  was  a  corrected  and  revised 
trcuiscript  of  the  other,  and  that  the  omission  to  deal  expressly 
^^ivith    the  legacy  to  the  housekeeper  of  £2000,  which  alone  has 
s&^ed  the  first  codicil  from  entire  destruction,  was  a  casual  omis- 
sion, an  accidental  slip,  which  has  enabled  her  to  claim  her  legacy, 
l>ixt   i^hich  is  not  otherwise  sufficient  to  induce  us  to  avoid  the 
inference  which  we  are  called  upon  to  draw.    In  my  judgment  the 
Mr  hole  of  that  contention  is  precluded  by  positive  rule  of  law.  The  law 
has    provided  that  no  testator's  testamentary  intentions  can  be  ex- 
pressed or  gathered  from  anything  except  the  testamentary  instru- 
iTieot   duly  executed  and  attested  as  required  by  law,  and  that  a 
testatnentary  intention  once  so  expressed  cannot  be  deemed  or  taken 
'bv   CLTiy  Court  to  have  been  altered  unless  such  change  of  inten- 
tion is  manifested  by  the  statutory  evidence.   We  are,  therefore,  as 
it  app^^'^  ^  ^^9  bound  to  presume  that  the  testator  intended  to  do 
that  ^ehich  he  has  done  in  this  ease,  that  he  intended  to  leave  the 
two  opdicils  to  co-exist  as  effective  codicils  to  his  will ;  and  being 
bound  to  assume  that  he  intended  the  two  codicils  so  to  co-exist, 
the  ^TPTpCillBJit  is  at  once  confronted  with  this  monstrous  improba- 
bility #  fi^  ^^  seems  to  me,  that  the  testator  is  to  be  assumed  to  have  in- 
tendod  to  have  left  one  codicil  to  exist  for  the  sole  purpose  of  giving 
^j^Q    legacy  to  the  housekeeper  of  £2000,  which  he  could  have 
crivex^  hy  a  mere  additional  line  to  that  which  is  supposed  to  have 
beexx  the  corrected  transcript  of  the  codicil.     That  is  an  intention 
whioh     appears  to  me  in  the  highest  degree  capricious,  impro- 
\jgjiyle9  and  incredible.    On  the  other  hand,  what  is  there  either 
-jiicious,  improbable,  or  incredible,  in  imputing  to  the  testator 
.  y^^  intentions  which  the  Bespondents  say  must  be  imputed  to  him. 
Tt  is  to  be  observed  that  this  testator  did  not  give  the  residue  onljr 
.4^    his  residuary  legatees,  but  that  those  same  residuary  legatees 
vero   made  by  him,  both  in  the  will  and  in  the  first  codicil,  pecu« 
Zjg^xy  l^gft^^^  ^  ^  large  amount. 
*3?he  probability  is  (to  guess  at  probabilities)  that  he  never  con* 
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L.  JJ.      templated  haying  a  large  residue  which  they  were  to  take  under 

1872        the  residuary  bequest^  but  that  he  was  proyiding  for  them  by  a 

WiLsoN      g^t  of  pecuniary  legacies  what  he  thought  would  be  substantially 

OXeabt.    ^^  whole,  benefit  that  they  would  deriye  from  his  estate.    Then 

haying  giyen  them  pecuniary  legacies  by  his  will,  he  again,  by  his 

first  codicil,  giyes  to  them,  amongst  others  of  his  friends  and  rela- 
tiyes,  two  large  pecuniary  legacies,  one  of  £4000  and  one  of  £3000, 
apparently  still  haying  the  same  idea  that  they  would  share  with  | 

the  legatees  if  the  estate  proyed  deficient  Then,  that  being  so, 
he  six  months  afterwards  makes  another  codicil  which  in  effect  ' 

may  be  accounted  for  in  this  way :  He  found  that  his  estate  was 
considerably  more  than  he  had  thought  it  would  be,  that  he 
had  reason  to  belieye  that  he  had  underyalued  it.  In  that  state 
of  things  there  does  not  seem  to  be  any  great  improbability  in 
supposing  tliat  he  intended  to  add  to  the  legacies  to  his  Mends, 
for  instance,  to  his  dear  friend  Colonel  Wihon,  50  per  cent., 
to  double  the  legacies  to  his  two  nephews,  and  in  the  same 
manner  to  double  the  legacies  to  the  other  legatees  mentioned 
in  the  will  until  he  comes  to  the  last,  and  then,  probably  think- 
ing that  the  housekeeper  was  su£5ciently  proyided  for  by  the 
£2000,  instead  of  giying  her  the  £2000  which  he  would  giye  ac- 
cording to  the  scheme  of  that  codicil,  he  gaye  the  £2000  to 
another  friend,  whom  he  introduced  for  the  first  time  in  the  second 
codiciL  It  appears  to  me,  then,  that  upon  the  balance  of  probabili- 
ties the  balance  of  probability  is  not  in  fetyour  of  but  against  the 
Appellant.  Then,  beyond  that,  I  entirely  concur  in  the  passage 
that  was  read  to  us,  nearly  in  the  same  words,  &om  two  or  three  of 
the  judgments  which  haye  been  deliyered  in  similar  cases,  that  is, 
that  when  there  is  a  positiye  rule  of  law  of  construction  sudfas 
exists  in  these  cases,  that  is  to  say,  that  gifts  by  two  testamentary 
instruments  to  the  same  indiyidual  are  to  be  construed  cumulatiyely, 
the  plain  rule  of  law  and  construction  is  not  to  be  frittered  away 
by  a  mere  balance  of  probabilities.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that 
the  gifts  ought  to  be  construed  as  cmnulatiye.  The  gifts  to  the 
seryants,  and  the  gift  of  the  £500  extra  to  the  testator^s  old  seryant 
and  firiend,  as  he  caUs  him  in  the  first  codicil,  may  perhaps  stand 
on  rather  a  different  footing  from  the  other  legacies.  It  is  can- 
tended  on  one  side  that  they  come  within  the  general  rule^  that 
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gifts  of  the  same  sum  to  the  same  person^  for  the  same  cause,  are       L.  jj. 
-to  1>e  constraed  as  substitationary  and  not  cumuIatiTe,  and  on  the        1872 
oxlier  dde  that  they  are  an  exception  from  that  rule.    It  is  very     wumh 
di  fficult,  to  my  mind,  to  apply  that  rule.  I  do  not  know  exactly  what     ryr]!. 
ijB  meant  by  the  expression  "  the  same  cause/'  as  used  in  the  rule.        — — 
^W'hen  aman  leaves  a  legacy  to  a  child  it  is  because  he  isa  child,  if 
lie  leaves  a  legacy  to  a  firiend  it  is  because  he  is  a  friend  that  he 
gives  it.     Perhaps  the  same  might  be  said  of  every  case  of  testa- 
xnentary  bounty,  except  the  giving  a  certain  sum  to  an  executor  for 
liis  trouble  as  executor.    I  really  do  not  know  how  to  apply  the  rule, 
ctnd  at  all  events  I  am  unable  to  see  any  reason  whatever  to  dissent 
from  the  conclusion  which  the  Vice-Chancellor  came  to,  that  the 
g^fvaJQts  are  entitled  to  the  additional  bounty  in  the  same  manner 
cts  the  friends  are.  That  being  the  view  I  have  arrived  at,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  go  through  the  long  roll  of  cases  that  have  been  cited 
to    us-     ^^o*  however,  I  will  mention.     One  is  the  Duke  of  St. 
j±Zb€tti*B  V.  Beauelerk  (1),  in  which  there  were  some  similarities  to 
tlie    present  case.     Upon  careful  consideration  of  that  case  it  ap- 
peaxs  that  there  were  a  great  number  of  indicia  hj  which  the  Court 
WCL0    enabled  to  arrive  at  the   conclusion  that  substitution  was 
intonded,  and  the  Vice-Chancellor  Wiffram  has  also  pointed  out,  in 
j^^^  -v.  JPain  (2),  that  the  ratio  decidendi  there  was,  that  the  peculiar 
mode   in  which  the  will  referred  to  the  codicil  and  the  codicil  re- 
to  the  will,  brought  the  case  within  the  rule  applicable  to  gifts 
i>lie  same  instrument     The  other  is  Eemminff  v.  ClvMerhuck  (3), 
%vliidx  the  Vice-Chancellor  had  decided  (4)  as  a  very  clear  case  in 
favour    of  substitution.      Lord  Eldm^  however,   in  moving  the 
xtxAgokent  of  the  House  of  Lords,  expressed  his  opinion  that  it  was 
-^^  of  the  most  diflBcult  cases  he  had  ever  had  to  deal  with,  audi 
tliexk  proceeded  entirely,  or  almost  entirely,  upon  the  fact  that  the^ 
t^vvo    instruments  were  admitted  to  probate  by  the  £cclesiastiecil 
CyO^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^'^'  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  second  instrument  began  with  tlx^ 
^vrordfl,  "  This  is  my  last  will  and  testament,"  from  which  he  derived 
i^lie  conclusion  that  it  was  intended  to  be  substitutional.    I  canuo-f; 
liolp  thinking  that  in  both  these  cases,  however,  the  Court  of  caix-. 
^ j^^etion  acted  upon  a  sort  of  feeling  that,  in  truth,  the  one  instm.^ 

(1)  2  Atk.  636.  (3)  1  BM.  (N.S.)  479. 

(2)  4  Hare,  201.  (4)  2  S.  &  a  311. 
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L,jj.       ment  was  intended  to  be  an  entire  substitution  for  the  other. 

1872        These  cases  are  so  entirely  distinct  firom  this,  that  I  do  not  think 

W1L8OV.      i^  necessary  to  make  any  further  observation  upon  them.    I  would 

OXeart      ^^^y  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^  cannot  help  feeling  that  this  case  has  occupied 

more  time  than  it  would  have  done  if  I  had  throughout  confined 

myself  strictly  to  that  which  is  my  legitimate  duty,  that  is,  if  in- 
stead of  endeavouring  to  find  out  what  the  testator  meant  I  had 
confined  "myself  to  endeavouring  to  ascertain  what  was  the  mean- 
ing of  the  testamentary  papers  which  he  left  behind  him. 

I  ought  to  add  that  we  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  letter  from 
the  solicitor  is  wholly  inadmissible  for  any  purpose  whatever.  The 
question  being  a  mere  question  of  construction  of  the  documents, 
nothing  that  was  contained  in  a  letter  from  the  solicitor  to  the  tes- 
tator, whether  by  way  of  advice  or  statement,  or  anything  else,  is, 
in  our  judgment,  legitimately  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  such 
construction.  Therefore  we  have  as  entirely  discharged  our  minds  of 
that  letter  as  if  we  had  never  heard  of  its  existence. 

Sib  G.  Mellish,  L.J. : — 
I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Stephens  &  Langdale  ;  Messrs.  NiohoUy  Bur- 
neti,  &  Newman  ;  Messrs.  Williams  <&  James. 


L.  jj.  COMMISSIONERS  OF  SEWERS  OF  THE  CITY  OF 

1872  LONDON  V.  GLASSE. 

March  13,  U.  [1871     L.     127.] 

Pleading — Parties — Multifariousness — Bight  of  Commoiu 

The  Flaintififs  filed  their  bill  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  all  other  the 
I  owners  and  occupiers  of  lands  within  the  Forest  of  Essex,  other  than  the 
waste  lands  of  the  forest,  except  such  of  them  as  were  Defendants,  or  alleged 
to  be  represented  by  the  Defendants,  against  the  lords  of  the  several  manors 
within  the  forest  and  two  persons  who  claimed  to  be  owners  and  occupiers 
of  portions  of  the  waste  lands  which  had  been  inclosed,  and  the  Attorney- 
General.  The  Flaintififs  allied  that  they  were  owners  and,  as  to  part, 
occupiers  of  a  farm  within  the  forest ;  that  the  whole  of  the  forest  was 
subject  to  rights  reserved  by  the  Crown  on  granting  the  manors,  and  that 


I 

{ 
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the  Crown  had  reserved  an  absolute  right  of  disposition  over  the  herU^e ; 
that  the  lords  of  manors  within  the  forest  could  not  inclose  with  the  con~ 
sent  of  their  respective  homages  without  license  from  the  Crown;  that 
the  government  of  the  forest  was  formerly  administered  by  forest  Courts, 
whose  jurisdiction  embraced  all  matters  touching  the  preservation  of  the 
rights  of  the  Crown  in  the  forest ;  that  by  virtue  of  ancient  forest  laws  made 
by  the  Crown,  the  owners  of  lands  and  tenements  within  the  forest  had  en- 
joyed rights  of  common  of  pasture  over  the  wastes  of  the  forest ;  that  such 
rights  had  from  time  immemorial  been  enjoyed  by  the  owners  and  occupiers 
of  such  lands  and  tenements,  without  regard  to  the  boundaries  of  the  manors 
or  parishes  in  which  the  lands  and  tenements  were  situate ;  and  that  tho 
Plaintiffs  and  their  predecessors  in  title,  and  their  tenants,  and  the  other 
owners  and  occupiers  of  lands  and  tenements  within  the  forest,  had  from 
time  immemorial  enjoyed  as  of  right  by  virtue  of  the  said  forest  laws,  as 
appendant  or  appurtenant  to  their  respective  lands  and  tenements,  common 
of  pasture,  for  cattle,  levant  and  couchant,  on  their  respective  tenements,  over 
the  waste  lands  of  the  forest.  The  bill  prayed  for  a  declaration  of  the  right 
claimed,  and  for  an  injunction  restraining  the  Defendants  from  inclosing  any 
of  the  waste  lands,  and  from  allowing  any  parts  which  bad  been  already 
inclosed  to  remain  so : — 

Held  (affirming  the  decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls),  that  the  right 
alleged  was  one  which  might  exist  by  law,  and  was  sufiBciently  pleaded  ;  that 
the  bill  was  not  objectionable  as  being  on  behalf  of  occupiers  as  well  as 
owners ;  that  the  persons  who  claimed  to  be  owners  of  the  lands  alleged  to 
have  been  improperly  inclosed  were  sufficiently  represented ;  and  that  as  the 
bill  was  filed  to  establish  one  general  right,  the  Defendants  could  not  success- 
fully demur  on  the  ground  that  they  might  have  separate  defences. 

X  HIS  was  an  appeal  by  the  Defendant  Glas9e,  and  three  other  of 
the  Defendants,  from  an  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  over- 
ruling a  demurrer  to  the  Plaintifis'  amended  bill. 

The  original  bill  was  filed  by  the  Plaintiffs  on  behalf  of  them- 
selves and  all  other  the  owners  and  occupiers  of  lands  and  tene- 
ments lying  within  the  Forest  of  Essex  except  the  Defendants 
thereto,  against  the  lords  of  divers  manors  within  the  forest  and 
the  Attorney-General.    The  substance  of  the  statements  was  as 

follows : — 

That  the  Forest  of  Essex  was  situate  in  that  county,  and  con- 
tained large  tracts  of  waste  land,  and  included  the  manors  of 
Atdertibrooky  Wanstead,  &c. 

That  the  said  forest  was  a  royal  forest. 

That  the  Plaintiffs  were   seised  of  a  farm  called  Aldersbrook 

within  the  boundaries  of  the  forest,  and  that  such  farm  was  partly 

in  their  own  occupation. 
Vol.  VIL  2  0  1 
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L.  JJ.  That  the  Defendants  Olasse  and  OoOyer-Bristow  were,  or  claimed 

1872        to  be,  lords  of  the  manor,  or  reputed  manor,  of  Alderdn'ooh,  and  of 

CoMinfr-     the  several  manors  of  Wamtead  with  SionehaU,  Woodford,  and 

Sbwtoof   I^J^f^^'    The  bill  went  on. with  similar  allegations  as  to  each  of 

tmCityof  the  Other  Defendants,  except  the  Attorney-General,  that  they 

V.         were,  or  claimed  to  be,  respectively  lords  of  the  other  manors 

respectively  mentioned  in  the  bill  and  included  in  the  forest 

5.  That  the  whole  of  the  inclosed,  as  well  as  the  waste,  lands  within 
the  forest  had  been  from  very  ancient  times  subject  to  rights  reserved 
by  the  Crown  on  the  grants  of  the  several  manors  and  lands  lying 
within  the  forest^  for  enabling  the  Crown  to  maintain  the  forest  as 
a  royal  forest  for  hunting,  and  subject  also  to  the  ancient  forest 
laws  made  from  time  to  time  for  enforcing  and  regulating  those 
rights;  and  that  the  Crown  so  reserved  and  had  from  time  im- 
memorial claimed  and  exercised  for  those  purposes  an  absolute 
right  of  disposition  over  the  deer  and  certain  other  wild  animals 
within  the  forest  under  the  name  of  venison ;  and  over  the  woods, 
underwoods,  and  coverts  under  the  name  of  vert;  and  over  the 
pasture,  turf,  gravel,  and  soil  of  the  waste  lands  in  the  forest 

6.  That  the  government  of  the  forest  was  formerly  administered  by 
the  Lord  Warden  of  the  Forest  and  other  subordinate  officers,  and 
that  the  forest  laws  were  executed  by  the  forest  Courts,  which 
consisted  of  the  Court  of  the  Chief  Justice  in  Eyre,  the  Swanimote 
Court,  and  the  Court  of  Attachments,  or  Forty-Day  Court,  of  which 
two  last-mentioned  Courts  four  verderers,  elected  by  the  freeholders 
of  EsseXy  ought  to  be  the  judges.  That  the  jurisdiction  of  these 
Courts  embraced  all  matters  touching  the  preservation  of  the  rights 
of  the  Crown  in  the  forest,  to  which  rights  the  manorial,  common, 
and  other  rights  within  the  limits  of  the  forest  were  subordinate. 
That  the  offices  of  Lord  Warden  of  the  Forest  and  of  Chief  Justice 
in  Eyre  had  been  abolished,  and  that  the  powers  belonging  to 
those  offices  were  vested  in  the  First  Commissioner  of  Woods  and 
Forests,  who,  however,  had  not  exercised,  and  refused  to  exercise, 
the  same.  That  there  had  for  many  years  been  only  one  surviving 
yerderer,  and  that  a  writ  Jiad  lately  been  issued  for  the  election  of 
three  others  to  fill  up  the  vacancies,  and  that  three  persons  had 
been  declared  elected,  but  that  the  election  of  two  of  them  was 
informal  and  void. 
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7.  That  the  oismers  of  lands  within  the  bonnds  of  the  forest  were  L-  •^«^. 
restricted  by  tlie  forest  laws  from  the  fall  use  and  enjoyment  of  1872 
their  lands,  and   amongst  other  things  were  prohibited  from  in*  OomnB- 
closiog  their  lands  with  fences  above  a  certain  height,  or  made  so  ^ewm  ^ 
as  to  impede  the  free  passage  of  wild  animals  through  the  forest,  »»»  City  of 
and  were  subject  to  yarious  burdensome  restrictions.  v. 

8.  That  the  forest  laws  also  forbade  the  inclosure  of  any  of  the  . 

waste  lands  within  the  forest,  and  the  erection  of  any  fences  or 
obstructions  the):eon ;  and  that  the  lords  of  the  manors  within  the 

forest  were  not,  nor  ever  were,  able  of  their  own  authority^  or 
merely  by  the  consent  of  the  homages  of  their  respective  manors, 
to  inclose  any  part  of  the  waste  lands  of  their  respective  manors 
lying  within  the  forest,  nor  could  any  such  inclosure  lawfully  be 
made  in  prejudice  of  the  rights  and  privileges  existing  within  the 
forest,  or  without  a  license  under  the  authority  formerly  vested  in 
the  Chief  Justice  in  Eyre  granted  upon  the  certificate  of  two  or 
more  of  the  verderers,  and  subject  to  the  proviso  that  the  inclo- 
sures  thereby  authorised  be  not  prejudicial  to  the  forest  or  to  the 
rights  of  the  Crown  in  vert  and  venison. 

9.  The  owners  of  lands  and  tenements  within  the  royal  forests, 

and  particularly  within  the  said  forest,  by  virtue  of  an6ient  forest 

laws  made  by  the  Crown  in  exercise  and  derogation  of  its  said 

forest  rights,  and  recognised  and  confirmed  by  divers  statutes  of 

the  realm,  have,  from  very  ancient  times,  enjoyed,  and  still  ought 

to  enjoy,  by  way  of  compensation  for  the  burdens  and  restrictions 

so  imposed  upon  them  by  the  said  forest  laws  (amongst  other  rights 

and  privileges),  rights  of  common  of  pasture  over  the  waste  lands 

within  the  said  forests, 'subject  to  regulations  from  time  to  time 

made  and  enforced  by  the  said  forest  Courts.     [Several  ancient 

charters  were  referred  to  in  support  of  this.] 

10.  The  rights  of  common  of  pasture  so  granted  or  permitted  as 
aforesaid  have  from  time  immemorial  been  enjoyed  by  the  owners 
and  occupiers  of  lands  and  tenements  lying  within  the  forest,  whose 
cattle  have  always  been  depastured  on  such  of  the  wastes  of  the 
said  forest  as  for  the  time  being  have  been  found  most  convenient, 
without  regard  to  the  boundaries  of  the  parishes  or  manors  in 
which  their  lands  and  tenements  were  situate,  and  subject  only  to 
the  regulations  made  by  the  said  forest  Courts,  and  particularly  by 
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L.  JJ.      the  Cionrt  of  Attachments.    [Varioos  old  presentments  and  orders 
1872       were  referred  to  in  snpport  of  this.] 
O^^g.         12.  The  Plaintiffs  and  their  predecessors  in  title  and  their  re- 
Bewm  ot    ^P®^*^^®  tenants,  and  the  other  owners  and  occupiers  of  lands  and 
*rH£CiTTOF  tenements  lying  within  the  said  forest,  had  in  fact  from  time 
V.         immemorial  enjoyed,  as  of  right  and  without  interruption,  by 
virtue  of  the  said  forest  laws,  as  appendant  or  appurtenant  to  their 
respective  lands  and  tenements  lying  within  the  said  forest, 
common  of  pasture  for  all  manner  of  cattle  commonable  within 
the  said  forest,  levant  and  couchant,  upon  their  respective  tene- 
ments, over  the  waste  lands  of  the  forest. 

13.  That  the  Defendants,  as  lords  of  the  said  manors  or  reputed 
manors  respectively,  or  in  some  other  capacity,  pretended  to  be 
entitled  to  inclose  the  waste  lands  of  the  forest,  and  to  dig  up  and 
destroy  the  herbage,  and  had  respectively,  during  the  last  few 
years,  inclosed,  or  authorized  or  sanctioned  the  inclosure,  of  large 
tracts  of  the  wastes. 

[The  bill  then  proceeded  to  specify  inclosures  made  by  the 
several  Defendants,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  nearly  3000  acres, 
and  also  acts  of  destruction  as  related  to  the  herbage.] 

15.  That  the  inclosures  and  other  acts  complained  of  were  pur- 
prestives  and  encroachments  on  the  forest,  and  that  the  Plain- 
tiffs and  the  other  persons  entitled  as  aforesaid  were  by  reason 
thereof  deprived  of  or  impeded  in  the  use  of  their  common  rights 
over  the  waste  lands.  That  the  Defendants  alleged  that  they 
respectively,  and  their  respective  predecessors  in  title,  had  sold 
and  conveyed  to  various  persons,  of  whose  names  the  Plaintifb 
were  ignorant,  divers  pieces  of  the  lands  which  they  bad  so  in- 
closed, and  that  buildings  bad  been  erected  on  some  parts  of  the 
said  lands ;  but  a  considerable  part  of  the  lands  so  inclosed  were 
still  in  the  possession  of  the  Defendants  respectively.  That, 
under  the  circumstances  aforesaid,  the  Plaintiffs  could  not  procure 
the  said  purprestives  and  encroachments  to  be  abated  without  the 
assistance  of  the  Ciourt. 

16.  That  the  Crown  rights  of  forest  over  some  of  the  indosed 
and  waste  lands  within  the  forest  had  been  sold  under  statutory 
powers,  but  the  Crown  rights  of  forest  had  never  been  extinguished  ; 
and  as  to  the  greater  part  of  the  forest,  they  were  still  vested  in 
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-the  GrowD,  and  the  sales  had  not,  as  against  the  Plaintiffs  or  the  L.  jj. 

porsons  on  whose  behalf  they  saed,  disafforested  any  part  of  the  1972 

iorest,  or  affected  their  rights  of  common.  Ootcmxb- 

17.  That  the  other  owners  and  oociipiers  of  lands  and  tenements  ?^™  ^' 

DBWBRS  OF 

tbe  forest  who  were  entitled  to  common  rights  were  too  nnme-  tbs  Citt  of' 


i*oiis  to  be  made  parties  to  the  suit,  bnt  had  a  common  interest         v. 
^w^itli  the  PlaintiflEs,  and  concurred  in  asking  the  relief  prayed  by      ^j^^^ 
-the  bill. 

1 9.  That  the  Attorney-General  claimed  on  behalf  of  the  Crown 
interest  in  the  matters  in  question  in  the  suit,  and  was  a 
party. 

The  bill  prayed  for  a  declaration  that  the  Plaintiffs  and  the 

other  owners  and  occnpiers  of  lands  and  tenements  within  the 

forest  were  entitled,  in  right  of,  and  as  appendant  to,  their  several 

lAZids  and  tenements  within  the  forest,  to  a  right  of  common  of 

pasture  upon  all  the  waste  grounds  within  the  forest  for  all  manner 

^f  cattle  commonable  within  the  forest,  leyant  and  couchant  upon 

their  respective  lands  and  tenements  within  the  forest,  and  for  an 

jjjj^xiction  to  restrain  the  Defendants  from  inclosing  or  building 

xxr>cn^9   or  suffering  to  remain  inclosed  or  built  upon,  any  part  of 

tho  ^waste  lands  of  the  forest  which  were  subject  to  the  commonable 

j^jcrlxts,  ai^d  from  digging  up  or  destroyiog  the  soil  of  the  waste 

2^ncls  or  the  herbage  thereon, 

>Xhe  Defendants,  Olasse^  CoUyer^BristoWy  and  two  others,  put  in 
a    clexnurrer  to  the  bill,  first,  for  want  of  equity ;   secondly,  for 
that  it   appeared  by  the  Plainti£b'  own  shewing  that  they  conld. 
^^^e  relief  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  forest  Courts ;  and  thirdly^ 
for  'that  the  bill  was  exhibited  against  these  Defendants  and  th^ 
several  other  Defendants  for  distinct  and  independent  matters  an<l^ 
causes^  with  the  greater  part  of  which  these  Defendants  were  no^  . 
concerned,  and  was  multifarious.    The  other  Defendants  also 
jxnirred.    The  Master  of  the  Rolls  overruled  the  above  grounds 

1>iection,  but  allowed  the  demurrer  with  leave  to  amend,  on  ^ 
cri-oiii^<^  which  was  taken  in  the  demurrer  of  the  Attorney-General  ^ 
Axxd  ore  iemts  by  the  other  demurring  parties,  that  the  person^ 
.^tf-lio  h^  become  owners  of  the  indosures  which  it  was  sought  to 
€^\y€L'te  were  not  made  Defendants  nor  excepted  from  the  class  of 
on  whose  behalf  the  Plaintiffs  sued. 
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L.  JJ.  The  Plaintiffs  amended  their  bill»  making  it  a  bill ''  on  behalf  of 

1872  themselTes  and  all  other  the  owners  and  occupiers  of  lands  and 
GoxMiB-*  tenements  lying  within  the  Forest  of  Enex,  other  than  the  waste 
SEwms  ov  ^^^  ^^  ^®  ^^  forest^  except  such  of  them  as  are  Defendants 
THB  CiTT  ov  hereto,  or  are  hereinafter  alleged  to  be  sufSciently  represented  by 
V.  the  Defendants  hereto,  or  some  of  them."  They  also  added  as  Defen- 
dants two  gentlemen  named  Lake  and  Williams^  and  amended  the 
15th  paragraph  by  inserting  after  the  general  statement  as  to  sale  of 
inclosed  lands  and  buildings  thereon  a  statement  that  in  particular 
Olasse,  CoUt/er-Bristow,  and  Lake  alleged,  as  the  facts  were,  that 
Olasse  and  CoUyer-Bridow,  or  their  predecessors  in  titie,  had  sold 
or  conveyed  to  Lake  a  piece  of  inclosed  waste  land  specified  in  the 
bill,  which  was  in  the  occupation  of  Lake,  who  claimed  to  be  the 
owner  of  it  by  virtue  of  such  grant  or  conveyance.  [There  fol- 
lowed a  precisely  similar  allegation  as  to  a  grant  by  the  lord  of 
another  manor  to  WUliania.']  That  the  names  of  the  other  persons 
to  whom  portions  of  the  inclosed  waste  lands  were  alleged  to  have 
been  sold  and  granted  or  conveyed,  and  who  claimed  to  be  owners 
of  such  waste  lands,  and  of  the  other  persons  (if  any)  who  claimed 
to  be  owners  of  waste  lands  within  the  forest,  were  unknown  to 
the  Plaintiffii,  and  could  not  be  ascertained  by  them  without  a 
discovery  from  the  Defendants;  but  the  said  persons  were  too 
numerous  to  be  made  parties  to  the  suit,  and  were  sufficiently 
represented  by  the  Defendants,  or  some  of  them. 

Some  trifling  amendments  consequent  on  the  above  were  made  in 
other  parts  of  the  bill,  which  need  not  be  specified. 

The  Defendants  again  demurred,  and  the  demurrers  were  over- 
ruled by  the  Master  of  the  Bolls.  Olasse  and  OoUyer-Bristofo,  and 
the  other  two  Defendants  who  had  joined  in  their  demurrer, 
appealed* 

Sir  B.  BaggaUay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Southgate,  Q.C.  (Mr.  Nalder 
and  Mr.  Bobinson  with  them),  for  the  Appellants : — 

First :  We  contend  that  the  right  claimed  by  the  Flaintifis  is  one 
which  cannot  exist  by  law.  The  lord  of  a  manor  may  approve, 
leaving  enough  common,  or  if  the  homage  consent,  without  leaving 
enough  common. 

[The  LoBD   JuSTiOB  Mellish: — May  not  the  Crown  have 
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granted  the  rights  of  common  before  it  granted  the  manors  ?  The 
manoia  might  bave  been  granted  at  any  time  down  to  the  statute 
of  Quia  Emptares.  If  the  rights  of  common  were  granted  before 
the  manors,  the  lords  of  the  manors  would  take  subject  to  the  rights 
of  common.^ 

Bauleott  t.  WinmiU  (1)  is  an  authority  in  favour  of  the  lord  - 
of  the  manor.  The  Plaintiffs  seek  to  escape  from  the  conunon 
law  by  the  allegation  of  a  general  forest  law,  but  no  such  law 
exists. 

Secondly :  The  suit  is  improperly  constituted  as  to  parties.  The 
bill  is  filed  on  behalf  of  the  owners  and  occupiers.  Now  a  bill  on 
behalf  of  the  occupiers  could  not  be  sustained,  for  it  is  a  claim  to 
a  profit  d  ^endre  in  alieno  soto,  which  cannot  be  vested  in  a  body 
of  occupiers  by  custom,  prescription,  or  grant :  Qaieward^s  Case  (2); 
Grirmtead  v.  Marlowe  (3) ;  Attorney-General  v.  Maihias  (4).  The 
occupiers  have  distinct  interests  from  the  owners,  and  ought  to  be 
separately  represented.  Then  as  to  inclosure  being  prohibited  by 
the  forest  laws,  Boi*Z«)«  v.  WinmiU  shews  that  the  law  is  contrary 
to  the  statement  in  par.  8  of  the  bill. 

[The  Lord  Justice  Jambs  :— No  question  as  to  a  right  over  the 

^hole  forest  was  in  issue  there.] 

Thirdly:  We  say  that  it  appears  on  the  face  of  the  bill  that  the 
forest  Courts  have  exclusive  jurisdiction. 

[The  LoBD  Justice  Jambs  i—SaulcoU  v.  Winmia  is  against  you 

there.] 

Fourthly  •  The  bill  is  multifarious.  Each  Defendant  has  a 
separate  defence,  and  the  cases  of  all  cannot  be  united  in  Ihe 
same  record. 

[The  LoBD  Justice  Jambs  referred  to  MUford  on  Heading  (5), 
and  May<yr  of  York  v.  Pilkington  (6).] 

Mr.  JoAua  Wiaiams,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Fry,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Speed,  and  Mr. 
W.  B.  Fisher^  for  the  Plaintifls,  were  not  called  upon. 
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(1)  2  Camp.  261. 

(2)  6  Bep.  59,  b. 

(3)  4  T.  B.  717. 


(4)  4  K.  &  J.  579. 

(5)  4th  Ed.  p.  182 

(6)  1  Atk.  282. 
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L.  JJ.  Sir  W.  M.  Jamks,  L.J.  :— 

1^72  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  over-  f 

GoMiii8<  ruling  this  demurrer  is  quite  right. 

Sbwkbs  of        The  bill  seems  to  me  to  be  quite  in  accordance  with  a  great 

TmCiTT  OF  umnber  of  precedents,  with  the  cose  to  which  I  referred  more  than 

«•         once  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  and  with  the  principle  laid 
Glasse 
'      down  by  Lord  Bedesdale  in  his  work  on  Pleading.   It  is  the  case  of 

a  bill  filed  by  a  person  or  persons  claiming  a  general  right,  against 
several  persons  claiming  several  rights,  to  have  that  general  right 
ascertained.  To  determine  whether  there  is  any  foundation  for  this 
claim,  we  of  course,  on  the  present  occasion,  must  take  the  allega- 
tions in  the  bill  as  being  admitted,  and  if  those  allegations  are 
well  foimded,  and  can  be  proved  by  sufficient  evidence,  it  seems  to 
me  that  it  is  far  better  that  the  whole  case  should  be  tried  in  a 
Chancery  suit^  in  which  all  persons  interested  in  disputing  the 
right  claimed  by  the  bill  can  join  in  making  a  defence — the 
costs  of  which,  if  they  combine,  cannot  be  very  oppressive,  and 
where  the  general  right  can  be  tried  once  for  all  as  between  the 
persons  interested  on  the  one  side  and  the  persons  interested  on 
the  other  side — than  that  it  should  be  tried  by  the  only  other  pro- 
ceedings I  know  of.  One  of  such  proceedings  would  be  the 
bringing  actions  against  every  one  of  the  trespassers  for  the  dis- 
turbance of  the  rights  of  common.  If  it  was  done  in  that  way 
there  might  be  thousands  of  actions  brought,  because  every  one  of 
the  occupiers  claiming  the  right  of  common  could  bring  an  action 
against  every  one  of  the  persons  who  has  made  an  encroachment. 
The  only  other  proceeding  would  be  that  if  the  inclosures  are  an 
encroachment  and  a  nuisance  to  the  forest,  a  person  entitled  to 
common  might,  if  he  could  do  it  without  committing  a  breach  of 
the  peace,  sweep  away  the  walls,  hedges,  and  fences,  and  put  the 
occupiers  to  bring  actions  for  trespass.  Supposing  that  course  to  be 
resorted  to,  the  commoner,  if  reasonable,  would  give  notice  that  he 
was  going  to  demolish  the  fences,  and  then  the  lord  or  the  tenant 
who  was  threatened  might  file  his  bill  to  restrain  him  from  doing 
so,  and  no  doubt  the  destruction  of  property  would  be  restrained 
by  this  Court ;  but  of  course  only  in  such  a  way  as  that  the  real 
question  should  be  tried  in  the  suit  in  which  the  injunction  was 
obtained. 
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There  seems  to  me  to  be  every  principle  in  favour  of  such  a  bill  L.  J  J. 

as  this.    1  cannot  distinguish  it  from  the  case  to  which  I  have  1872 

referred,  the  case  of  a  general  right  of  fishery  claimed  against  ckiiiMis- 

several  owners,  occupiers,  and  others  down  a  river ;  or  the  case  ^^^^^  ^p 

,    _  1   •    1  DEWEB8  OP 

With  which  we    used  to  be  more  familiar  in  these  Courts,    the  the  Citt  of 
case  of  a  bill  filed  by  a  great  number  of  owners  and  occupiers  of 
lauds  to  establish  a  parochial  or  district  modus. 

Then  it  is  said  that  this  is  a  very  large  district.  Of  course  the 
fact  that  the  district  is  large  may  possibly  throw  a  greater  difficulty 
in  the  way  of  the  Plaintiffs'  proving  the  existence  of  a  right  of 
common  extending  over  the  whole  of  that  district.  Eut  if  tliis 
right  of  common  is  a  right  of  common  extending  over  the  whole 
of  the  district,  I  do  not  see  how  the  Plaintiffs  could  allege  any 
other  ri|r^it,  or  deal  with  it  except  upon  the  footing  that,  as  the 
right  extended  over  the  whole  district,  they  must  bring  here  all 
the  persons  in  the  district  who  were  interested  in  opposing  that 
right. 

Then  it  is  said  that  the  allegations  are  not  sufficient,  that  is 
to   say,   that  the  allegation  of  title  to  the  right  of  common  is 
on     behalf  of  owners  and  occupiers.     Oaieward^a  Case   (1)   and 
other  cases  have  been  cited  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  that  no 
such  right  as  this  can  be  claimed  by  custom.     Of  course  it  is 
settled  and  clear  law  that  you  cannot  have  any  right  to  a  profit 
d  prendre  in  alieno  soh  in  a  shifting  body  like  the  inhabitants  of  a 
town  or  residents  of  a  particular  district.    But,  construing  the 
allegations  here  according  to  their  plain  meaning,  it  appears  to  me 
that  if  they  were  judged  most  strictly,  the  allegation  here  is  of 
a  right  of  common  in  the  owners  and  occupiers  of  lands  in  respect 
of  those  lands ;  for  it  is  in  express  terms  claimed  as  a  right  of 
common,  either  appendant  or  appurtenant,  for  their  cattle,  levant 
and  couchanty  upon  the  tenements.     That  is  an  allegation  of  a  right 
of  common  not  unknown  to  the  law — -a  right  of  common  which  is 
alleged  as  being  appurtenant  to  land,  and  of  course  claimed  by 
persons  who  are  either  owners  or  occupiers  of  the  land  in  respect  of 
which  that   easement  is  claimed.    It  appears  to  me  that  the 
occupiers  have  a  right  to  join,  and  to  be  joined,  in  any  suit  in  this 
Court  for  that  purpose.    The  occupier  alone  is  entitled  during  the 

(1)  6  Rep.  69,  b. 
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L.  JJ.      oontinuance  of  his  occupancy ;  he  may  be  an  occupier  for  a  long 

1872        term  of  years,  and  he  may  be  the  only  person  substantially  interested 

Ck>wis-     in  the  assertion  of  the  right     Therefore  I  cannot  conceive  that 

SE^ftB  OF    there  is  any  objection  to  joining  owners  and  occupiers  in  this  way 

•mCiTT OF  jjj  ^JjqJj.  character  of  quasi  co-Plaintiffs^  and  as  persons  on  behalf 

«•         of  whom  the  right  is  alleged. 

—  *         Then  it  is  said  that  the  suit  is  multifarious.    The  answer  to  that 

appears  to  me  to  be  the  one  which  I  have  already  giyen  from  Lord 

BedesdaJe's  book^  that  is  to  say,  although  the  Defendants  may 

possibly  have  several  and  distinct  rights,  the  right  put  in  iskue  by 

the  bill  is  one  general  right  which  all  these  persons  are  interested 

in  disputing. 

Then^  it  was  contended  that  this  Court  had  no  jurisdiction.  I 
must  confess  that  I  could  not  follow  that  argument.  It  is  alleged 
in  the  bill  that  the  forest  Courts  had  jurisdiction  to  do  certain 
things,  but  there  is  no  allegation  in  the  bill  in  which  it  is  said,  or 
from  which  it  should  be  inferred,  that  the  forest  Courts  had  any 
exclusive  jurisdiction,  or  that  there  was  any  law  of  the  forest  or 
otherwise  which  prevented  this  Court  from  having  jurisdiction  to 
entertain  a  bill  with  respect  to  a  right  of  this  kind. 

Then  it  was  said  that  there  were  not  sufficient  persons  here  to 
represent  all  the  interests.  There  is  no  person  that  I  am  aware  of 
whose  absence  in  any  way  prevents  any  Defendant  making  his 
full  defence,  or  any  person  whom  the  Defendants  have  a  right  to 
call  to  assist  them  in  their  defence.  The  lords  of  the  manors,  of 
course,  will  make  their  case ;  the  two  occupiers  and  owners  of 
inclosures  who  are  brought  before  the  Court  will  make  their  case. 

It  is  said  that  the  decision  of  this  Court  may  prejudice  people 
who  are  absent.  That  is  a  question  for  these  people  and  not  for 
the  Defendants.  They  do  not  represent  them,  and  they  are  not 
the  protectors  of  those  persons  who  are  absent  It  will  only  pre- 
judice them  in  exactly  the  same  way  as  an  action  against  one  of 
the  tenants.  Supposing  an  action  had  been  brought  by  one  of 
the  commoners  against  one  of  the  encroachers,  and  a  verdict 
obtained — that,  of  course,  to  a  great  extent,  practically  would  pre- 
judice every  one  else,  and  to  that  extent  a  decree  here  might  pre« 
judice  persons  who  are  absent  But  of  course  no  proceedings  here 
will  ever  be  a  ret  judicata  against  a  person  who  is  not  present  to 
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defend  liimself,  and  it  will  be  open  to  him  to  make  any  defence  L.  JX 

afterwards.     At  all  events^  that  is  an  objection  which  would  be  1872 

for  them  to  take,  and  which  does  not  appear  to  me  to  lie  in  comajB^ 

the  mouth  of  any  of  the  Defendants.    Therefore,  upon  the  whole,  g^JJJ^  ^ 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  quite  right  in  thb  Citt  of 

overruling  this  demurrer.    I  think  it  is  very  much  better  that  the  «!** 

case  should  be  tried  on  the  merits  and  evidence  than  that  these  ^^jf^ 
technical  difficulties  should  be  constantly  raised.    I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  appeal  must  be  dismisd^  with  costs. 

Sir  G.  Hellish,  IiJ.  :— 

I  am  of  the   same  opinion.    The  question  in  substance  is, 

i^hether  the  right  alleged  in  the  bill  is  one  which  by  law  can 

possibly  exist.     If  the  right  alleged  in  the  bill  could  not  have 

a  legal  existence,  it  would  be  right  to  stop  the  suit  at  the  earliest 

stage.    Kow,  the  right  alleged  in  the  bill  is,  in  my  opinion,  a 

right  on  the  part  of  all  the  owners  of  lands  in  the  forest,  for 

themselves  and  their  tenants,  occupiers  of  lands  in  the  forest,  to 

common  over  the  wastes  of  the  forest    I  can  see  no  reason  why 

that  right  may  not  have  a  legal  existence.    I  think  it  is  possible 

that  the  King  at  the  time  when  the  forest  was  originally  formed 

might  have  created  that  right.    If,  at  the  time  when  the  forest 

-was  originally  formed,  the  land  was  the  property  of  the  Crown,  I 

cannot  see  why  the  King,  when  he  formed  the  manors,  might  not 

have  granted  to  the  lord  of  each  manor,  for  himself  and  his  tenants, 

a  right  of  common  over  all  the  wastes  of  the  forest ;  or  if  the 

lands  were  not  the  lands  of  the  Crown  at  the  time  when  the  forest 

was  formed,  then  the  forest  might  have  been  formed  with  the 

consent  of  the  owners  of  the  land  over  which  the  forest  was 

formed,  because,  in  point  of  law,  the  King  could  not  make  a 

man's  land  into  forest  without  some  agreement  or  consent  from 

him.    Then  it  may  have  been  part  of  the  arrangement  by  which 

the  forest  was  formed  that  all  the  owners  of  lands  within  the 

forest  were  to  have  rights  of  common  over  the  wastes  of  the 

forest.    I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  right  is  one  which 

legally  may  exist. 

The  main  objection  which  was  taken  was,  that  the  right  was 
alleged  in  the  occupiers,  and  that  the  occupiers  could  not  have 
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L.  JJ.       such  a  right.    There  is  no  doubt  that  the  occupiers,  simply  as 
1S72        such,  could  not  have  the  right ;    bat,  looking  at  the  allegations  in 

Camas'      ^^^  ^^h  it  appears  to  me  that  the  right  is  substantially  alleged  in 

sioNBRs  OP    ^jjQ  owners  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  the  occupiers.    The  9th 

THE  City  op  paragraph  of  the  bill  begins  by  stating  what  the  right  is.     [His 

V.         Lordship  read  so  much  of  paragraphs  9  and  10  as   is  set  out 

GLAm.  above.]  That  seems  to  me  to  be  perfectly  accurate.  The  rights 
granted  to  the  owner  have  been  enjoyed  by  the  owner  and  occu- 
pier. Of  coarse  the  occupiers  are  the  persons  who  de  facto  enjoy 
the  right,  although  that  right  is  gained  to  them  through  its  be- 
longing to  the  owner  from  whom  they  get  their  estates.  [His 
Lordship  then  read  the  12th  paragraph.]  There,  it  appears  to  me, 
the  right  is  perfectly  accurately  laid  as  a  right.  When  the  bill 
mentions  ''  the  Plaiuti£&  and  their  predecessors  in  title  and  their 
respective  tenants,"  and  then  adds,  *^  and  the  other  owners  and 
occupiers,"  I  think  that  clearly  means  the  other  owners  and  their 
tenants  under  them.  Therefore  it  appears  to  me  that  the  right 
in  that  respect  is  quite  rightly  laid. 

Then  it  was  said  that  the  right  is  here  claimed  by  virtue  of  the 
forest  laws,  and  that  we  ought  to  take  judicial  notice  that  there 
are  no  such  laws.  But  when  the  bill  speaks  of  forest  laws,  it 
only  means  regulations  or  grants  made  by  the  King  in  respect  of 
the  forest ;  and  I  am  not  aware  of  any  authority  that  we  are  bound 
to  take  jadicial  notice,  or  can  take  judicial  notice,  of  what  those 
laws  were.  They  are  not  rules  of  the  common  law  nor  Acts  of 
Parliament,  but  they  are  regulations  made  by  the  Crown  for  the 
government  of  the  forest. 

Then  it  was  said  that  those  forest  laws  ought  to  be  produced, 
and  that  they  are  not  set  out.  In  my  opinion  when  the  parties 
are  relying  upon  rights  which  came  into  existence  before  the  time 
of  legal  memory,  it  is  not  necessary  to  produce  the  original  law  or 
the  original  grant,  but  it  may  be  proved  to  have  existed  by  shew- 
ing that  enjoyment  has  been  had  of  such  rights  from  time  imme- 
morial ;  and  if  that  enjoyment  can  only  legally  be  accounted  for 
by  the  assumption  that  the  King  did  make  such  a  regulation,  and 
that  such  a  regulation  was  part  of  the  forest  law,  I  apprehend  the 
proof  of  the  enjoyment  would  be  proof  that  there  was  such  a  law. 
Therefore  it  appears  to  me  that  the  case  raised  by  the  bill  is  one 
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<3apable  of  being  proved  at  the  hearing,  and  that  that  is  suiBcient 
for  our  judgment  upon  the  present  occasion.  I  do  not  think  it 
necessary  to  add  anything  respecting  the  minor  matters  which 
were  mentioned. 

Solicitors:    Messrs.  Eome  dk  Hunter;   Messrs.  CoUt/er-Brislotv. 
Withers,  &  BtLssdl. 
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[1869    H.    115.] 

Vdanioxy  Conveyance — HesulUng  Tntst — Statute  of  Frcbuds — IlhyalUy — 

Tleading. 

A  Defendant  who  wishes  to  rely  on  the  ill^ality  of  a  transaction  as  a 
defence  must  plead  it  in  distinct  terms. 

The  Siaiuit  of  Frxiuds  cannot  he  used  hy  a  Defendant  to  cover  a  fraudu- 
lent act. 

The  Plaintiff  conveyed  an  estate  to  the  Defendant  hy  a  deed,  in  which 
the  conveyance  was  expressed  to  he  ahsolute  in  consideration  of  a  sum  of 
money  paid  hy  the  Defendant ;  hut  no  purchase-money  actually  passed,  and 
the  Plaintiff  alleged  that  he  conveyed  the  estate  to  the  Defendant  as  a 
tnistee  for  him.    The  Defendant,  in  his  answer,  admitted  that  he  gave  no 
consideration  for  the  estate,  hut  stated  that  the  Plaintiff  made  the  conveyance 
fearing  that  an  adverse  decision  would  he  made  against  him  in  a  suit  theu 
pending  in  Chancery ;  and  that  it  was  understood  that  the  Defendant  should 
account  to  the  Plaintiff  for  the  rents  until  he  could  make  arrangements  for 
paying  the  purchase-money,  and  if  no  such  arrangements  could  be  made, 
that  he  should  reconvey  the  estate.   The  Defendant  claimed  to  hold  the  estate 
discharged  of  any  trust,  and  claimed  the  henefit  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds ; 

Eeld,  first,  that  there  was  no  sufficient  averment  that  the  transaction  was 
an  illegal  one : 

Secondly,  that  the  Statute  of  Frauds  could  not  he  pleaded  in  answer  to 
the  Phiintiff*s  claim ;  and  that  as  the  evidence  did  not  estahlish  the  existence 
of  any  such  agreement  as  was  alleged  hy  the  Defendant,  the  Defendant  must 
reconvey  the  estate  to  the  Plaintiff. 

Decree  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  affirmed. 

JL  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls. 

On  the  8th  of  December,  1860,  the  Plaintiff  G.  A.  Haigh,  con- 
Teyed  a  freehold  estate,  called  the  Thamdiffe  estate,  to  the  De- 
fendant, Robert  Kaye,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  £850. 

Although  that  sum  was  expressed  in  the  deed  to  be  paid  by  the 
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L.  JJ.      Defendant  to  the  Plaintiff^  the  money  was  in  fact  the  Plaintiff's 

1872        money,  and  he  handed  it  to  the  Defendant  in  order  that  it  might 

£[]^g      be  repaid  as  the  nominal  consideration  for  the  conveyance.   Under 

-J*         these  circumstances  the  Plaintiff  alleged  that  the  estate  was  con- 

yeyed  to  the  Defendant  as  a  trustee  for  him. 

On  the  23rd  of  November,  1867^  disputes  having  arisen  between 
the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant,  an  agreement  was  signed  by  them  to 
refer  all  matters  in  dispute  respecting  the  transfer  of  the  Thorn- 
dife  estate  and  other  money  transactions  to  arbitration ;  but  the 
Defendant  subsequently  withdrew  from  the  arbitration  and  no 
award  was  made. 

The  Plaintiff  having  applied  to  the  Defendant  to  reconvey  the 
estate,  and  the  Defendant  having  refused,  the  Plaintiff  filed  his  bill 
praying  that  the  Defendant  might  be  declared  to  be  a  trustee  for 
the  Plaintiff  of  the  Thomdiffe  estate,  and  might  be  directed  to 
convey  it  to  him. 
The  Defendant  in  his  answer  said  as  follows : — 
'^  Near  the  end  of  the  year  1860  the  Plaintiff,  who  is  my  brother- 
in-law,  being  a  party  to  the  suit  of  Haigh  v.  Haiffh,  then  pending 
in  this  Honourable  Court,  and  fearing  an  adverse  decision  in  such 
suit,  made  overtures  to  me  for  the  sale  of  the  said  estate ;  but  I 
was  unable  at  that  time  to  withdraw  from  my  business  the  money 
required  to  pay  for  the  purchase  thereof    The  Plaintiff  had  pre- 
viously, as  I  believe,  attempted  to  sell  the  said  estate  to  another 
person,  who,  however,  declined  to  give  more  than  £600  for  it.  The 
Plaintiff  then,  being  desirous  to  sell  the  said  estate  for  the  reasons 
above  referred  to,  and  being  also  desirous  that  I  should  purchase 
such  estate,  and  that  the  same  should  be  vested  in  me  (but  not, 
save  as  appears  by  this  my  answer  to  the  statements  contained  in 
other  parts  of  it  to  which  I  refer,  as  trustee  for  the  Plaintiff),  induced 
me  to  take  a  conveyance  thereof,  it  being  understood  that  I  should 
account  to  the  Plaintiff  for  the  rents  and  profits  until  such  time  as 
I  could  make  arrangements  for  pni:chasiDg  or  paying  the  purchase- 
money  for  the  property ;  and,  in  fact,  by  a  deed  bearing  date  on 
or  about  the  8th  day  of  December,  and  in  consideration  of  the 
sum  of  £850  therein  expressed  to  have  been  paid  by  me  to  the 
Plaintiff,  the  Plaintiff  did  convey  the  said  estate  to  me,  my  heirs 
and  assigna I  admit  that  it  was  intended  that  I  should 
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convey  the  estate  to  tke  Plaintiff  when  he  should  desire  me  to  do 
80,  unless  arrangements  were  completed  for  the  purchase  or  pay- 
ment of  the  purchase-money  by  me,  and  that  in  the  meantime  I 
should,  until  such  arrangements  were  finally  made,  account  to  the 
Plaintiff  for  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  property." 
The  Defendant  also  stated  as  follows : — 

''  The  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  Thomdiffe  estate  have  been 
receiyed  by  nxe  since  the  date  of  the  said  conveyance,  and  I  haye 
accounted  to  the  Plaintiff  for  the  same,  or  at  all  events  for  the 
amount  thereof  up  to  the  3rd  of  February,  1863,  when  the  ar- 
rangements for  purchasing  the  property  and  paying  the  purchase- 
money  therefor  vrere  finally  settled,*' 

The  Defendant   also  alleged   that  he  had  expended  several 

hundred  pounds  of  his  own  money  on  repairs  and  improvements 

on  the  property.     He  now  claimed  to  hold  the  estate  as  his  own, 

discharged  from  any  trust  for  the  Plaintiff ;  and  he  claimed  the 

benefit  of  the  Staiute  of  Frauds. 

In  his  affidavit  in  support  of  his  case  the  Defendant  said :  *'  On 

the  3rd  of  February,  1863,  the  arrangement  for  my  purchasing^ 

the  Thwndiffe  estate  was  completed  by  my  agreeing  to  pay,  and 

by  the  Plaintiff  agreeing  to  accept^  the  sum  of  £800  for  such 

estate.     It  was  arranged  between  us  that  this  sum  should  be  paid 

by  instalments,  as  I  could  spare  the  money  from  my  business.     I 

paid  the  full  amount  of  such  purchase-money  by  instalments 

between  the  11th  of  February,  1863,  and  the  29th  of  January, 

1867.   I  cdso  paid  divers  sums  of  money  to  various  persons  by  the 

order  and  direction  of  the  Plaintiff;  and  for  other  moneys  due  to 

me  on  the  settlement  of  account  with  the  Plaintiff  I  take  credit." 

The  Master  of  the  Bolls  declared  that  the  Defendant  was  a 
trustee  of  the  TTiomdiffe  estate  for  the  Plaintiff,  and  ordered  an 
inquiry  what  sums  had  been  received  by  the  Defendant  on  account 
of  the  rents  and  profits,  and  of  his  application  thereof,  and  also 
what  sums  had  been  properly  expended  by  him  in  permanent 
improvements  on  the  estate,  or  in  the  management  thereof,  and 
declared  that  the  Defendant  had  a  charge  on  the  estate  for  the 
amount  (if  any)  which  was  due  to  him ;  and  he  ordered  that, 
without  prejudice  to  the  lien,  the  Defendant  should  convey  the 
estate  to  the  Plaintiff. 
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L.  JJ.  The  Defendant  appealed  from  this  decree.   After  the  institution 

1872  of  the  suit  the  Plaintiff  G.  A.  Eaigh  died^  and  the  suit  was  re- 

Haigh  vived  by  his  son,  the  present  Plaintiff. 


Katb. 


Sir  B,  BaggaEoLy^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  (7.  HaS,  for  the  Appellant : — 

We  contend,  in  the  first  place,  that  if  the  conveyance  was  meant 
to  be  in  trust  for  the  Plaintiff,  it  was  fraudulent  and  void  as  being 
for  the  purpose  of  evading  the  effect  of  the  expected  decision  in 
the  pending  suit.  Where  a  conveyance  has  been  made  for  an 
illegal  purpose  the  Court  will  give  no  relief  except  in  cases  where 
there  has  been  a  mistake  or  misapprehension:  Birch  v.  Blagrave  (1) ; 
Davies  v.  Otty  (2);  Childers  v.  ChUdera  (3). 

In  the  second  place,  we  rely  upon  the  SiattUe  of  Frauds.  No 
trust  was  declared  in  writing  at  the  time,  and  we  claim  to  hold  the 
Thomeliffe  estate  discharged  from  any  trust.  It  is  true  that  the 
Defendant  admits  in  his  answer  that  he  was  to  hold  it  for  a  certain 
time  in  trust  for  the  Plaintiff;  but  a  Defendant  may  admit  a  parol 
trust,  and  at  the  same  time  take  advantage  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds : 
Mit/ord  on  Pleading  (4). 

[Sib  W.  M.  James,  LJ.  : — Lord  Bedesdale  is  there  speaking  of 
a  parol  contract.  Has  that  rule  ever  been  applied  to  a  parol 
trust?] 

There  is  no  distinction  in  the  statute  between  a  contract  and  a 
trust.  If  a  Plaintiff  can  evade  the  statute  by  interrogating  the 
Defendant,  the  statute  would  have  very  little  operation.  The 
only  exception  in  the  Statute  of  Frauds  is  in  favour  of  resulting 
trusts.  A  resulting  trust  arises  in  two  cases :  first,  where  a  man 
purchases  in  the  name  of  another  there  is  a  resulting  trust  for  the 
purchaser ;  secondly,  where  a  trust  is  declared  of  part  of  an  estate 
there  is  a  resulting  trust  as  to  the  rest.  But  no  resulting  trust  is 
raised  merely  because  there  is  a  conveyance  without  any  con- 
sideration :  Saunders  on  Uses  (5) ;  Lloyd  v.  Spillet  (6). 

Mr.  Fry,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  T.  C.  Wright,  for  the  Plaintiff,  were  not 
called  on. 

(1)  Amb.  264.  (4)  6th  Eel.  p.  310 

(2)  35  B*»av.  208.  (5)  5  Ed.  p.  356. 

(3)  1  De  G.  &  J.  482.  (6)  2  Atk.  140. 
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Sir  ^W.  m,  James,  L  J.  :— 

X  atxx  of  opinion  that  the  decree  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  must 
stand. 

Tlie  Defendant  admits  that  there  was  a  conveyance  given  to  him 
pnrporting  to  be  executed  in  consideration  of  £850  paid  by  him 
to    tihe  original  Plaintiff,  6r.  A.  Haighy  by  which  he  became,  by 
purchase,  owner  of  the  estate.    He  admits  that  there  was  no  such 
tr&nsaction  in  fact  as  any  sale  to  him,  but  that  the  payment  of  the 
£850  was  a  mere  form,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  paid  the  expenses  of 
tlie    conveyance  to  him,  or  gave  him  the  money  to  pay  them. 
IHaat  being  so,  he  goes  on  to  admit  that  he  was  to  hold  the  estate 
upon  trust  to  pay  the  rents  and  profits  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  when 
tlie  Plaintiff  called  upon  him  for  a  reconveyance  he  was  to  re- 
convey  it.     The  Plaintiff  has  called  upon  him  to  reconvey  the 
estate,  and  he  suggests  by  way  of  answer  to  that,  first  of  all  vaguely 
and  faintly,  that  this  transaction  was  not  altogether  a  straightfor- 
ward transaction ;  that  this  transaction  was  entered  into  with  a 
view  to  defraud  somebody  else.     The  Defendant  says  in  effect,  "  I 
..    am  to  remain  in  possession  of  the  estate,  because  we  were  both  of 
us  engaged  in  a  transaction  contrary  to  the  law,  and  you  will  not 
take  it  away  from  me  to  give  it  to  a  man  who  was  as  bad  as  I  was 
in  the  matter ;  in  fact  it  was  an  illegal  and  fraudulent  transaction 
against  somebody  else,  and  where  there  is  an  equal  crime  the 
Court  ought  to  hold  that  in  pari  delicto  melior  est  conditio  possi- 
deniis!*     However  the  Defendant  has  not  raised  that  defence  in 
the  way  in  which,  according  to  my  judgment,  such  a  defence  ought 
to  be  raised.    If  a  Defendant  means  to  say  that  he  claims  to  hold 
property  given  to  him  for  an  immoral  purpose,  in  violation  of  all 
honour  and  honesty,  he  must  say  so  in  plain  terms,  and  must 
clearly  put  forward  his  own  scoundrelism  if  he  means  to  reap  the 
benefit  of  it.     Here  he  has  simply  said  that  the  Plaintiff,  fearing 
an  adverse  decision  in  the  suit  of  Haigh  v.  Eaigh^  conveyed  the 
property  to  him.    I  think  that  is  not  sufficient. 

The  next  objection  taken  was  upon  the  Statute  qf  Frauds.    The 

Defendant  admits  that  he  took  the  estate  upon  the  most  positive 

agreement  to  return  it ;  but  in  another  part  of  his  answer  he  sets 

up  the  SlaiiUe  of  FraudSy  and  claims  the  estate  as  a  right.     Now 
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L.  JJ.       the  Statute  of  Frauds  no  doubt  says,  that  a  person  claiming  under 

1872        any  declaration  of  trust  or  confidence  must  shew  that  in  writing ; 

Haigh      ^^^  the  statute  goes  on  to  say  that  no  resulting  trust,  and  no  trust 

^^;,       arising  from  operation  of  law,  is  within  that  enactment   I  appro- 

hend  it  is  clear  that  the  Statute  of  Frauds  was  never  intended  to 

prevent  the  Court  of  Equity  from  giving  relief  in  a  case  of  a  plain, 
clear,  and  deliberate  fraud.  The  words  of  Lord  Justice  Turner,  in 
the  case  of  Lincoln  v.  Wriffht  (1),  where  he  said, ''  The  principle  of 
this  Court  is  that  the  Statute  of  Frauds  was  not  made  to  cover  fraud," 
express  a  principle  upon  which  this  Court  has  acted  in  numerous 
instances,  where  the  Court  has  refused  to  allow  a  man  to  take 
advantage  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  to  keep  another  man's  property 
which  he  has  obtained  through  fraud.  It  is  difficult  to  distinguish 
this  case  from  that  of  ChUders  v.  ChUders  (2).  It  is  consistent 
entirely  with  Davies  v.  Otty  (3),  which  does  not  seem  to  me  to 
carry  the  matter  at  all  further  than  the  decision  oi  Lord  Justice 
Turner  in  Lincoln  v.  Wright^  where  the  Statute  of  Frauds  was 
attempted  to  be  set  up  in  the  same  way  by  a  man  who  claimed  to 
take  under  an  absolute  conveyance  instead  of  a  mortgage. 

That  being  so,  the  Statute  of  Frauds  and  the  ground  of  supposed 
illegality  of  the  whole  transaction  being  set  aside,  the  Defendant 
comes  into  possession  of  this  property  as  a  trustee  for  the  Plaintiff. 
Then  he  says  that  although  he  was  made  a  trustee  there  was  a  talk 
about  his  becoming  the  purchaser.  He  does  not  pretend  to  say 
that  at  that  time  there  was  any  bargain,  but  he  says  that  it  was 
understood,  before  he  was  called  upon  to  reconvey  the  property, 
that  if  he  could  make  an  arrangement  to  purchase  it  he  waa  to 
have  it 

[His  Lordship  then  referred  to  the  staten^ents  in  the  Defendant's 
answer,  and  to  the  evidence  on  this  subject,  and  continued : — '] 

There  is  no  direct  evidence  in  writing  in  support  of  the  Defen- 
dant's contention,  and  it  appears  to  me  that  the  correspondence 
which  passed  between  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  with  reference 
to  the  arbitration  is  inconsistent  with  the  existence  of  any  such 
agreement.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Defendant  has  failed  to 
prove  his  case,  and  therefore  that  the  decree  is  quite  right  in 

(1)  4DeG.&X16.  (2)  lDeG.&J.482. 

(8)  85  Beav.  208. 
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•decla.ring  that  he  is  to  be  treated  as  a  trustee  of  the  property ,  and 
mizLSt  reconvey  it  to  the  representatives  of  the  original  Plaintiff. 

Sixt  Gr.  Mellish,  li  J. : — 
I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiflf :  Messrs.  Edwards,  Laytan,  &  Jacques, 
for  Messrs.  Iveson  cfe  MeOer,  Hdmfirth. 

Solicitors  for  the  Defendant:    Messrs.  Qregory,  Bowdiffes,  dk 
jRcLwle,  for  Messrs.  Kidd,  Jessop,  dt  Armitage,  Eolmfirth. 
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^TTOBNEY-GENEBAL  v.  GREAT  EASTERN  EAILWAT 

COMPANY. 

[1871    A.    123.] 

Itailvoay  Campany^ParHamentary  Potoer-— Deposited  Plans^Stopping  up 

Streets — Oeneral  Act — Special  Act, 

A  mlway  company  deposited  with  the  clerk  of  the  peace  plans  and  sec- 
tions of  a  railway  and  station  which  they  intended  to  obtain  power  to  make, 
shewing  that  they  proposed  to  stop  up  certain  streets,  but  proposed  to  cross 
Sun  StreH  on  an  arch.  The  Act  which  the  company  obtained  referred  to  the 
plans  and  sections,  but  gave  the  company  power  to  stop  up  all  the  streets 
within  a  certain  defined  area,  which  included  Sun  Street : — 

Held  (reversing  the  decision  of  Bacon,  V.C),  that  the  company  had  power 
to  stop  up  Sun  Street : 

Held,  also,  that  the  13th  and  14th  sections  of  the  Railway  Clausea  Con-^ 
sdidation  Act,  8  Vict  c.  20,  were  controlled  by  the  section  in  the  special  Act 
which  gave  power  to  stop  up  the  streets  within  the  defined  area. 

1  HIS  was  an  information  against  the  Great  Eadem  Bailtcay 
Company,  at  the  relation  of  the  Commissioners  of  Sewers  of  the 
City  of  London,  to  restrain  the  railway  company  from  stopping 
up  a  street  called  Sun  Street. 

In  1863  the  Oreat  Eastern  BaUway  Company  gave  to  the  com- 
missioners notice  of  their  intention  to  apply  to  Parliament  »for 
power  to  baild  a  station  on  a  certain  area  bounded  on  the  north 
by  SiM  Street,  and  for  power  to  stop  up  all  streets  within  that 

area.    The  company  did  apply  for  a  bill  accordingly,  a^d  de- 
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L.  JJ.  posited  plans  shewing  that  'RoHf  Moon  Street  and  other  streets 

1872  would  be  stopped  up^  but  shewing  that  two  streets  called  Liverpool 

Attorkey-  Street  and  Sun  Street  would  be  crossed  by  the  railway  on  arches, 

GENERAL  ^jjQ  dimensions  of  which   were   given   on   the   plans.     But  by 

Great  the  Act  which  the  company  obtained  in  1864  (27  &  28  Vict. 

Kasterk 

Kau.way  Co.  c.  cccxiii.)  they  were  empowered  to  -make  and  maintain  (amongst 
other  things)  a  railway  commencing  at  a  point  north  of  Sun  Street 
and  ending  at  a  point  south  of  Sim  Street ;  and  in  the  preamble 
to  the  Act  was  a  recital  that  it  was  expedient  that  the  company 
should  be  authorized  to  purchase  all  the  lands  and  buildings 
in  the  City  of  Lor^n  comprised  "  within  an  area  bounded  on  the 
northern  side  by  the  properties  numbered,  &c.y  in  the  parish  of 
St.  Botolph,  Btshopsffote,  on  the  deposited  plans  hereinafter  referred 
to  on  the  western  side/'  &c.  (which  area  extended  north  and  south 
of  Sun  Street,  and  of  course  included  Sun  Street,)  and  to  stop  all 
streets  and  highways  within  the  said  area,  and  to  appropriate  the 
site  of  such  area  for  the  purposes  of  a  railway  station. 

By  sect.  1,  the  Railway  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,  was 
incorporated  with  this  Act. 

By  sect.  6,  after  reciting  that  plans  and  sections  of  the  proposed 
railways,  shewing  the  lines  and  levels  thereof  respectively  and  of 
tlie  intended  station,  had  been  deposited  with  the  clerk  of  the 
peace,  it  was  enacted  that,  subject  to  the  provisions  and  powers  of 
deviation  in  that  Act  and  the  Acts  incorporated  therewith  con- 
tained, the  said  railways  should  be  made  in  the  line  or  within  the 
limits  of  deviation  and  upon  the  lands  delineated  on  the  said 
plans  and  according  to  the  levels  defined  on  the  said  sections. 

By  sect.  7  the  company  were  to  commence  with  that  part  of 
the  works  which  was  between  Liverpool  Stred  and  Sun  Street 
(being  to  the  south  of  Sun  Street). 

By  sect.  8  it  was  enacted,  that  the  company  might  "  stop  up 
and  cause  to  be  discontinued  ais  public  highways  all  streets  and 
highways  within  the  area  hereinbefore  described  as  the  site  of  the 
intended  station,  and  may  appropriate  the  site  of  such  streets  or 
highways  to  the  purposes  of  such  station." 

The  company  took  no  steps  towards  constructing  this  railway  or 
the  station;  and  by  an  Act  obtained  in  1870,  33  &  34  Vict. 
c.  Li.  (which  recited  that  plans  and  sections  had  been  deposited). 
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the  company  were  authorized  to  purchase  lands  for  the  construction 
of  a  terminal  station  at  Liverpool  Street,  which  is  south  of  Sun 
Street,  and  to  stop  up  and  acquire  the  sites  of  certain  courts  and 
alleys  north  of  8nn  Street ;  the  company  were  also  empowered  to 
make  their  railway  on  an  altered  level,  according  to  the  deposited 
plans  and  sections,  which  shewed  that  the  railway  would  p€tss  r^^^^^co. 

eighteen  feet  below  the  level  of  Sim  Street  instead  of  above  it.         

By  the  8th  section,  after  reciting  that  the  railway  was  empowered 
to  stop  up  certain  courts  and  streets,  and  that  it  was  desirable  to 
preserve  for  the  use  of  the  public  a  through  communication 
between  Sun  Street  and  Liverpool  Street,  it  was  enacted  that  the 
company  should  cover  over  a  portion  of  the  station  suflBcient  to 
admit  of  a  passage  eight  feet  wide  from  Sun  Street  to  a  point  ia 
Liverpool  Street.  And  by  sect.  38  it  was  enacted  that,  except 
where  it  was  thereby  otherwise  expressly  provided,  nothing  therein 
contained  should  repeal  or  alter  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  1864, 
contained  in  the  8th  and  the  following  sections,  so  far  as  such  pro- 
visions could  be  carried  into  effect  consistently  with  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  1870. 

The  railway  company  insisted  that  under  these  Acts  they  had 
power  to  stop  up  Sun  Street,  and  the  Commissioners  of  Sewers  of 
the  City  of  London  filed  the  information  and  bill  in  this  suit  to 
restrain  the  company  from  so  doing,  and  moved  accordingly. 

On  behalf  of  the  relators,  evidence  was  produced  that  Sun  Street 
was  an  important  thoroughfare  which  could  not  be  stopped  up 
without  producing  great  inconvenience ;  that  no  evidence  was  given 
before  Parliament  as  to  the  stopping  up  of  Sun  Street,  though  it 
was  not  usual  for  Parliament  to  allow  important  thoroughfares  to 
be  stopped  up  without  good  reasons;  that  the  agents  of  the 
commissioners  were,  until  1871,  quite  ignorant  of  any  intention  to 
stop  up  Sun  Street,  as  the  deposited  plans  shewed  no  such  intention, 
otherwise  the  commissioners  would  have  opposed  in  Parliament 
the  granting  of  power  to  stop  up  Sun  Street  The  relators  also 
produced  a  plan  by  which  Sun  Street  could  be  carried  through 
the  station  at  a  sufiScient  height  above  the  rails. 

It  appeared  that  the  commissioners  and  others  had,  in  1864, 
petitioned  against  the  bill,  and  the  Defendants  stated  that  the 
alteration  in  the  station  area  was  made  on  account  of  the  oppoal- 
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L.  JJ.      tion  of  the  Board  of  Works,  and  that  certain  other  streets  were  to 
1872       be  widened  by  the  company,  which  their  solicitor  considered  to 
Attobnxt-    ^y^  been  intended  as  a  compensation  for  closing  Sun  Street. 

The  Yice-Chancellor  Bacon  granted  an  injunction  (1),  and  the 
Defendants  moved  by  way  of  appeal  to  discharge  the  injunction. 
(1)    1872.  Jan.    12.      Sib   Jauxs      touched,  the  obligation  upon  the  com- 
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Bacon,  Y.C,  said  that  he  thought  the 
Act  of  1864  reasonably  clear,  and  that 
he  was  bound  under  the  6th  section  to 
look  at  the  whole  of  the  deposited  plans, 
on  which  there  oould  be  no  doubt  as  to 
what  the  railway  company  then  pro- 
posed. They  proposed  to  make  a  rail- 
way and  station,  and  they  deposited  a 
plan  shewing  amongst  other  things  very 
plainly  the  actual  surface  level  of  the 
land  with  which  they  were  dealing,  and 
the  level  of  the  railway  which  they  pro- 
posed to  make,  and  that  they  proposed 
to  shut  up  HcUf  Moon  Street  but  not 
Sun  Street, 

Then  what  part  of  that  description 
was  to  be  rejected  ?  This  was  not  like 
the  case  of  North  British  Bailway  Comr» 
'pany  v.  Tod  (12  CL  &  F.  722),  or  a  case 
where  the  Court  would  have  to  intro- 
duce any  [new  thing,  or  to  read  some- 
thing which  had  not  been  a  part  of  the 
representation  upon  which  the  applica- 
tion was  made  to  Farliament»  or  which 
Parliament  did  not  sanction.  The  6th 
section  was  in  the  plainest  possible 
terms,  and  referred  to  the  plans  and 
sections  as  shewing  the  lines  and  levels 
of  the  railways  and  of  the  station. 

It  had  been  said  that  if  the  8th 
section  was  to  be  referred  to,  and  that 
argument  should  prevail,  then  there 
would  be  a  direct  inconsistency.  So 
there  would ;  but  it  would  be  an  in- 
consistency BO  gross  and  violent  that 
nobody  having  to  construe  the  Act  of 
Parliament  would  hesitate  in  saying 
that  the  words  contained  in  the  8th 
section  might  have  the  full  sense  given 
to  them  which  the  Legislature  intended, 
and  yet  the  6th  section  remain  un- 


pany  being  exactly  the  same,  neither 
more  nor  less  than  it  would  be  if  the 
8th  section  had  not  been  included. 

But  the  preamble  had  been  referred 
to,  and  quite  rightly,  because  it  was  of 
very  considerable  importance.  His 
Honour  then  read  the  preamble,  and 
said  that  it  did  not  appear  from  the 
Act  of  Parliament  that  there  was  any 
intention  to  stop  up  any  streets  or 
anything  else  for  the  puipose  merely 
of  the  railway,  but  the  station  was 
distinctly  described,  and  was,  according 
to  the  original  design,  to  have  been 
made  between  Sun  Street  and  Liver- 
j^oot  Street^  and  there  was  no  notion 
then  of  making  the  station  anywhere 
else.  The  intention  of  Parliament  as 
to  the  streets  and  highways  which 
were  to  be  stopped  up  was  perfectly 
clear,  and  only  applied  to  the  station. 

The  7th  section  was  also  of  impor- 
tance as  it  directed  the  company  in  tt^e 
first  instance  to  commence  with  that 
part  of  the  works  which  was  between 
Liverpool  Street  and  Sun  Street,  and 
there  was  no  suggestion  of  any  autho- 
rity to  touch  Sun  Street, 

Now,  was  it  possible  to  doubt — Shav- 
ing the  plans  and  the  levels  and  sections 
there  described,  and  reading  the  words 
of  this  Act  of  Parliament— »tfaat  the 
plain  intention  of  the  Legislature  was 
that  the  company  should  make  the 
railway  as  they  then  desired  to  make 
it,  that  in  passing  Sun  Street  the  level 
should  not  be  altered,  but  the  crossing 
should  be  made  by  means  of  the  arch 
there  described  ?  If  that  were  to  be 
done,  for  what  purpose  could  the  com- 
pany desire  to  stop  up   Sun  Street, 
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Tlio  appeal  motion  came  on  for  hearing  on  the  16th  of  Febrnary , 
wlien  tlieir  liOrdships  suggested  that  the  motion  for  an  injunction 
sliOTxld  "be  turned  into  a  motion  for  a  decree,  which  was  accordingly 
done,  axid  in  that  form  came  on  for  hearing  on  the  22nd  of  April. 

Tlie  Solteit&r'Oenerdl  (Sir  Q.  Jessd)  apd  Mr.ilmpWe«,  Q.C.  (Mr. 
JPowtifesi  with  them),  for  the  relators : — 

Tf  tlie  company  say  they  have  a  right  to  stop  up  the  street,  they 

xnxtst   make  it  clear    on  the  Act,  which  is  their  own  Act.     They 

IkSive  no  right  to  frame  an  Act  so  as  to  deceive  the  public  and  the 

rctrliamentary  Committee.  Mere  general  words  are  not  suflScient  for 

St  -tiling  like  this,  and  the  company  must  prove  that  the  legislature 

L-tended  them  to  do  that  which  did  not  appear  on  the  plans.   We 

limits  of  these  powers  must  not  be  iu 
any  degree  extended  or  transgressed. 
The  case  oi  Aitorney^QenercU  v.  Leeds 
Corporcaion  (Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  683)  was 
important  as  shewing  the  manner  in 
which  the  Court  would  deal  with  the 
vroida  in  an  Act  of  Parliament,  which, 
taken  in  a  certain  hald  and  literal  sense, 
might  have   authorized    the,  commit- 
ting of  a  nuisanee ;  and  the  Court  in 
that  case  without  much  difficulty  got 
through  the  cobweb   objections   that 
were  there  raised. 

His  Honour  thought  that  if  there 
had  been  shewn  any  intention  to  stop 
up  a  street  of  great  traffic  Hke  Sun 
Street,  opposition  would  have  been 
raised,  and  much  greater  attention 
would  have  been  paid  to  the  matter 
than  seemed  to  have  been  bestowed 
upon  it. 

Without  the  slightest  doubt  in  the 
mind  of  His  Honour  as  to  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  he 
held  that  the  relators  were  entitled  to 
the  injunction  which  they  asked ;  and 
if  he  had  entertained  any  doubt  he 
should  not  allow  the  railway  to  com- 
mence their  destructive  operations  until 
the  hearing. 


Ii.JJ. 
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^wliich  was  admitted  to  be    a    great 
-tlioroughfare  ?     There  was  no  provision 
for    it  in  the  Act  of  Parliament,  nor 
could  it  be  supposed  that  the  Legis- 
lature intended  that  a  street  of  such  im- 
portance should  be  positively  abolished 
for   no    purpose  consistent    with  the 
design  mentioned  in  the  Act. 

The    railway    company    afterwards 
changed    their    designs.      Instead    of 
makmg  the  railway  as  they  had  in- 
tended to  do  by  carrying  it  over  Sun 
Street  they  wished  to  make  it  by  carry- 
ing it  below  Sun  Street.  For  that  pur- 
pose there  was  no  reason  why  Sun 
Street  should  be  stopped,  and  there  was 
nothing  to  prevent  them  building  their 
station  below  Sun  Street  without  dis- 
turbing the  level  of  Sun  Street;  and 
no  object  which  the  undertakers  pro- 
posed to  themselves,  and  no  authority 
which  the  Act  of  Parliament  intended 
to  confer  could  interfere  in  the  slightest 
degree  with  that  which  was  the  plain 
meaning  of  the  statute. 

The  authorities  shewed  that  the  Court 
construes  these  Acts; of  Parliament 
strictly  against  railway  companies— not 
severely  or  by  straining  the  Acts— but 
when  powers  have  been  granted  very 
much  in  the  nature  of  a  monopoly  the 
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.  L.  J  J,      say  that  the  Act  of  1864  gave  no  such  powers,  and  that  none  were 
1872       granted  by  the  Act  of  1870.    The  plans  are  distinctly  referred  to 

Attorkhbt-    ^7  ^^®  ^^**  *^^  °^*y  ^  looked  at :  North  BrUiah  BaUway  Company 
Gbnkbal     y^  jf^^  ^ly    Moreover,  the  special  Act  incorporates  the  general 
Gbbat      Act,  which  provides  for  depositing  the  plans,  and  they  became, 
lUiLWAT  Co.  therefore,  part  of  the  Act. 

The  difficulties  which  have  been  raised  in  several  cases  where 
a  company,  when  formed,  has  been  held  not  to  be  bound  by  what 
the  promoters  had  done,  do  not  arise  here,  for  the  company  here 
was  an  existing  corporation  when  they  applied  for  the  Act.  If  the 
sections  in  the  Act  are  inconsistent,  the  company  ought  not  to  have 
the  benefit  Sun  Street  was  always  treated  as  if  it  was  to  remain, 
and  a  passage  was  ordered  to  be  made  which  would  be  useless  if 
Sun  Street  was  to  stopped  up.  The  deposited  plans  must  be 
accurate :  Ware  v.  Regents  Canal  Company  (2)  ;  and  the  company 
are  bound  to  get  clear  powers :  Lairib  v.  North  London  BaUway  Com^ 
pany  (3);  Attorney-General  v.  Tewkesbury  and  Malvern  BaUway 
Company  (4). 

Mr.  Kay^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Smarts  for  the  company: — 

The  plans  and  sections  are  not  part  of  the  Act :  North  British 
BaUway  Company  v.  Tod;  Beardmer  v.  London  and  North-Westem 
BaUway  Compfiny  (5);  Beg.  v.  Wycombe  BaUway  Company  (6). 
The  land  which  we  can  take  must  be  ascertained  from  the  Act, 
and  not  from  the  deposited  plans ;  and  the  Act  is  dear  in  giving 
us  power  to  stop  up  all  the  streets  in  a  defined  area,  which  includes 
Sun  Street,  There  is  nothing  to  qualify  the  general  words  in  the 
Act.  We  could,  under  the  Act  of  1864,  have  stopped  up  St^n 
Street,  and  now  we  have  besides  the  Act  of  1870.  We  say  that 
unless  Sun  Street  is  stopped  up  we  cannot  make  our  station, 
which  we  are  empowered  to  make.  As  to  the  plans  and  sections, 
they  do  not  shew  what  streets  are  to  be  stopped  up,  but  only  shew 
the  line  of  railway  and  the  levels. 

Mr.  Amphlett,  Q.C.,  in  reply : — 

It  is  absurd  to  say  that  a  street  is  to  be  stopped  when  the  plan 

(1)  12  CI.  &  F.  722.  (4)  1  D.  J.  &  8.  423. 

(-0  3  D.  &  J.  212,  223.  ►  (5)  1  Mac  &  G.  112. 

(3;  Law  Rtp.  4  Ch.  522.  (6)  Law  Rep.  2  Q.  B.  310. 
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shews  the  arch  by  which  it  is  to  be  crossed ;  and,  besides,  the  plans       L.  J  J. 
do  shew  that  other  streets  are  to  be  stopped.    If  there  is  any  doubt       I872 

about  it,  the  great  inconvenience  of  stopping  up  the  street  ought  to  attorxet- 

preyail.  GtNEaAL 

Great 

Sib  G.  Hellish,  LJ.  :-  E*^.^Co. 

TIlis  is  an  information,  in  the  name  of  the  Attorney-General, 
brought  by  the  Commissioners  of  Sewers  of  the  City  of  London, 
on  which  the  sole  question  to  be  determined  is,  whether,  according 
to  the  true  construction  of  the  Acts  of  Parliament  which  the  Oreat 
Eastern  Railway  Company  have  obtained  for  the  purpose  of  making 
their  station,  they  have  acquired  power  to  stop  up  Sun  Street.  The 
Railways  Clauses  Consolidation  Act  gives  no  power  to  stop  up  streets, 
and,  therefore,  they  clearly  cannot  have  power  to  stop  up  Sun  Street, 
unless  we  find  that  an  express  power  is  given  by  their  special  Act. 
But  certainly  the  Act  of  1864,  if  we  look  at  that  alone,  without  con- 
sidering the  deposited  plans  and  the  Railways  Clauses  Consolida- 
tion Act,  appears  to  me  to  confer  this  power  upon  the  company  in 
the  plainest  possible  terms.  [His  Lordship  then  stated  the  principal 
sections  in  the  Act.]  Looking  to  the  recitals  and  the  8th  section, 
it  is  difficult  to  say  how  plainer  words  could  have  been  used  for  the 
purpose  of  shewing  that  the  company  were  to  be  entitled  to  stop  up 
this  street,  and  to  appropriate  the  site  of  the  street  for  the  purposes 
of  the  station.  It  is  true  that  the  streets  in  that  area  are  not 
enumerated ;  but  if  it  were  intended  that  the  company  should  be 
allowed  to  stop  up  all  the  streets  within  the  area,  it  would  be 
wholly  useless  and  uimecessary,  and  might  possibly  have  led  to 
difficulty,  if  they  had  professed  to  set  them  all  out  by  name, 
because  if  they  happened  to  leave  one  out  the  consequence 
would  be  that  they  could  not  stop  up  that  street  That  is  simply 
how  the  case  stands  under  that  Act. 

Now  let  us  see  what  there  is  on  the  other  side.  It  appears  that 
ia  the  deposited  plans  the  company  did  specify  what  streets  were 
intended  to  be  stopped  up,  and  what  streets  were  not  intended 
to  be  stopped  up,  and  that  the  level  of  Sun  Street  would  be  unal- 
tered. Therefore  no  doubt  there  was  a  representation  made  that 
some  streets  were  to  be  stopped,  and  that  Sun  Stred  was  not  to  be 
stopped.    Then,  besides  that,  it  was  shewn  on  the  plans  that  there 
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L.  JJ.      Yras  to  be  an  arch  across  the  street,  and  the  dimensions  of  the  arch 
}^^^        were  given. 


Attorney-       A  railway  company  is  obliged  by  the  Standing  Orders  to  deposit 
V.         certain  plans  shewing  what  they  propose  to  do ;  but  it  has  been  settled 
^i^mj     ^^  since  the  case  of  North  British  Bailway  Company  v.  Toi  (1) 
Bailway  Co  fchat  a  company  is  not  bound  by  the  mere  fact  of  a  representation 
haying  been  made  on  a  plan  deposited  by  them^  unless  the  repre- 
sentation is  incorporated  in  the  Act.    And  this  is  the  law,  although 
the  fact  of  such  representation  haying  been  made  may  haye  had  \ 

the  effect  of  preyenting  the  persons  interested  in  the  matter  £rom 
opposing  the  railway  company  in  Parliament. 

The  question,  then,  is  how  far  the  representation  that  Swi 
Street  would  not  be  stopped,  and  that  it  would  be  crossed  by  an 
arch  of  a  certain  height,  is  incorporated  in  the  Act  of  Parliament  ? 

Now,  in  the  special  Act  the  only  section  which  was  referred  to 
as  haying  reference  to  the  plans  and  sections  was  the  6th.  [His 
Lordship  read  the  section.]  That  does  not  appear  to  me  sufficient 
to  incorporate  the  statement  that  Sun  Street  was  not  to  be  stopped 
or  was  to  pass  on  an  arch,  as  it  merely  points  out  the  line  in  which 
the  railway  is  to  be  made,  the  limits  of  deviation,  and  the  levels 
of  the  railway. 

But  reliance  was  placed  upon  the  13th  and  14th  sections  of  the 
BaUways  Clauses  Consolidation  Act  (8  Yict.  c.  20),  which  is  incor* 
porated  with  the  special  Act ;  and  it  was  argued  by  Mr.  Amphlett 
that  the  limitation  in  the  first  section  of  the  Consolidation  Act,  - 
namely,  that  the  clauses  and  provisions  of  that  Act  shall  apply  save 
so  far  as  they  shall  be  expressly  varied  or  excepted  by  the  special 
Act,  ought  not  to  be  construed  as  applying  to  the  present  case. 

But  I  am  not  of  that  opinion.  It  appears  to  me  very  impro- 
bable that  Parliament  should  have  intended  to  incorporate  the 
general  provisions  of  the  Bailway  Clauses  Consolidation  Act  with- 
out making  them  subject  to  that  limitation.  For  if  we  find  some- 
thing expressly  different  in  the  Acts,  that  which  is  in  the  special 
Act  must  overrule  that  which  is  in  the  general  Act.  And  this, 
as  far  as  I  know,  is  the  universal  rule. 

Now,  the  13th  section  is  not  amongst  the  sections  which  relate 
to  crossing  of  roads  by  railways,  but  is  amongst  those  which  simply 

(1)  12  CL  &  F.  722. 
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relate  1x>    tlie  constmction  of  the  railway  and  of  the  works  con-      L.  JJ. 
nected    theremth.    It  enacts  that^   ''Where  in  any  place  it  is        1872 
intended  "to  carry  the  railway  on  an  arch  or  arches  or  other  viaduct   attobnet- 
as  marlced    on  the  said  plan  or  section,  the  same  shall  be  made     <^^=RaI' 
accordingly.'*    I  agree  that  that  does  so  far  incorporate  the  plans      Great 
and   seetions,  unless  there  is  something  to  the  contrary  in  the  Bail^^atCo. 
special  ^ct^  unless,  for  instance,  the  special  Act  prescribes  that 
the  rckili?iray  (which  I  think  means  in  this  case  the  line  of  railway, 
and  does    not  refer  to  the  station,)  shall  cross  Sun  Street  by  an 
arch,  ctxid  in  no  other  way. 

Then,  tlie  14th  section  says,  that  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  the 
compa.xxy  to  deviate  from  or  alter  the  gradients,  curves,  tunnels,  or 
other  engineering  works  described  in  the  said  plan  or  section, 
with  oex*tain  exceptions,  which  I  think  are  not  applicable  to  this 
ease.  Xt  may  be  assumed  that  this  arch  would  be  an  engineering 
work  ^witliin  the  meaning  of  that  section ;  and  this,  then,  amounts 
to  a  xex>^^^^^^  merely  of  what  was  contained  in  the  13th  section. 

Ijfiyw,  -what  appears  to  me  to  be  the  real  question  to  be  decided 

in  tlii3  ease  is  this,  Does  the  recital  in  the  special  Act,  together 

with.  i>Iie  8th  section,  amount  to  an  express  varying  of  the  enact- 

men.!;  in.   the  general  Act,  which  says  that  the  arch  is  to  be  con- 

fftnxG't^d.  as  delineated  on  the  plan  and  section  ?    I  am  very  clearly 

^f    oplodon  that  it  does.    If  Sun  Street  had  been  mentioned  by 

name,  and  if  in  the  8th  section  of  the  special  Act  they  had  taken 

-tlie    -fcroiible  to  enumerate  all  the  streets  which  were  within  the 

axea^y  ctxid  Sim  Street  had  been  one  of  those  enumerated,  it  could 

liajrdly  have  been  contended,  and,  as  I  understand  the  argument, 

il;  is  xiot  contended,  that  that  would  not  have  overruled  the  pro- 

^visions  in  the  Railways  Clauses  Consolidation  Act.  And  I  cannot  see 

-^k^sLt  it  makes  any  difference  that  the  special  Act  does  not  enume- 

xfitti^  the  streets,  but  merely  says  that  the  company  may  stop  up  all 

tbe    streets  within  the  area,  and  may  appropriate  the  site  of  the 

g^j-eets  (which  makes  the  matter  still  stronger)  for  the  purposes  of 

tlxe  station.    It  appears  to  me  that  that  does  expressly  vary  the 

-provisions  of  the  13th  and  14th  sections  of  the  Railway  Clavses 

Cfiyn^'^^^ion  Act,  and  does  enable  the  company  to  stop  up  Sun 

Street  and  appropriate  the  site  of  the  street  for  a  station. 

^The  7th  section  was  also  referred  to ;  but  it  really  appears  to 


484  GHANGEBY  APPEALS.  |X.  B. 

L.  JJ.      me  to  have  little  or  no  bearing  on  the  question.    It  simply  pro- 

1872        vides  for  the  benefit  of  the  landowners  that  the  company  are  to 

Attobnkt-    construct  one  portion  of  the  line  before  the  other. 

General         Therefore,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  upon  the  proper  construction  of 

Great      the  first  Act,  the  company  have  power  to  stop  up  Sun  Street,  and 

Bailway  Go.  to  appropriate  the  site  for  their  station. 

Then  it  can  hardly  be  contended,  and  indeed  I  do  not  think  it 
was  seriously  contended,  that  if  that  is  the  true  construction  of  the 
first  Act,  the  right  to  stop  up  Sun  Street  is  not  continued  by 
the  second  Act.  In  fact,  the  38th  section  does  expressly  and  in 
terms  preserve  the  8th  section  of  the  first  Act.  But  the  Act  of 
1870  entirely  did  away  with  the  arch,  and  altered  the  level  by 
which  the  railway  was  to  cross  Sun  Street,  so  that  if  Sun  Street 
was  not  to  be  blocked  up  it  was  to  be  crossed  above  instead  of 
below.  Then  that  alteration  having  been  made,  we  are  to  read 
the  8th  section  of  the  old  Act  as  incorporated  in  the  Act  of  1870. 
And  it  appears  to  me  that  the  true  construction  of  the  first  Act 
being  that  they  may  stop  up  the  street,  that  view  is  really  con- 
firmed by  the  second  Act. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  company 
have  power  to  stop  up  Sun  Street,  and  have  power  to  appropriate 
the  site ;  provided,  of  course,  that  they  make  their  station  there, 
because  they  would  not  have  the  power  if  they  did  not  make  their 
station  there,  but  only  took  their  line  of  railway  under  it. 

The  consequence  is  that  the  information  must  be  dismissed  with 
costs,  except  of  course  the  costs  of  the  appeal. 

\         Sib  W.  M.  Jahes,  L.J. : — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  wish  that  we  had  power  to  compel 
the  company  to  abide  by  what  they  represented  on  their  plans ;  but 
it  appears  to  me,  for  the  reasons  which  have  been  stated  by  the 
Lord  Justice,  that  it  is  impossible  to  limit  these  plain  words  of  the 
Act  of  Parliament  by  that  which  appears  to  have  been  upon  the  plans, 
as  the  plans  were  solely  for  the  purpose  of  indicating  how  at  that 
particular  date  they  intended  that  the  line  should  be  constructed. 

Solicitor  for  the  Belators :  Mr.  A.  J.  Baylis. 
Solicitor  for  the  Company :  Mr.  W.  H.  Shaw. 
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In  re    INTERNATIONAL   CONTEACT  COMPANY. 

IND'S  CASE. 

Company—^  yvincting^up — Bectificaiion  of  Register — Trantferof  Shares — Error  in 

dUlinguishing  Numbers  of  Share$, 

In  ck  tr&nsfer  of  shares  in  a  joint  stock  company  an  error  in  the  distin- 
giiisliing  numbers  of  the  shares  is  immaterial,  provided  the  transferor  has  a^ 
the  tixne  a  sufficient  number  of  shares  in  the  company. 

13'ifty    shares  v/ere  transferred  by  the  chairman  of  a  company  to  ^.,  as  a 

tnxsteo  for  the  company  numbered  as  therein  stated,  and  A,*8  name  was  pUced 

on.    t.\ie  register  in  respect  of  those  shares.    1'he  transferor  had  at  the  time  no 

Bliaxes  'bearing  those  numbers,  but  he  had  fifty  shares  bearing  other  numbers : — 

JJeld  (affirming  the  decision  of  WicJcens,  V.C),  that  A.  must  be  on  the 

liat  of  contributories  for  fifty  shares. 

X  HIS    was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  Vice-Chancellor  Wiekena, 
m&de  in  the  winding-up  of  the  International  Contract  Company^ 

JEiohert  Laundy  Ind  was  a  clerk  in  the  office  of  the  company,  and 
jj^  A^pril,  1866,  several  shares  were  transferred  into  the  names  of 
tHe  olerks  and  servants  of  the  company,  as  nominees  or  trustees 
for  "tlie  company. 

On  the  10th  of  April,  1866,  a  transfer  was  executed  by  O.  P.  Kiison^ 
-tlio  cliairman  of  the  company,  of  fifty  shares,  numbered  from  11,105 
-^^  XI, 154,  to  B>  L.  Ind,  and  his  name  was  entered  on  the  register 
as  tlie  holder  of  those  shares.    At  the  time  when  Ind  executed  this 
^^^i^xisfer  the  words  "  fifty  shares"  and  the  distinguishing  numbers 
ln&d  not  been  inserted.  Ind  at  the  same  time  executed  a  blank  trans- 
fer of  fifty  shares,  which  was  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  company 
-tiiat  they  might  transfer  the  shares  to  whomsoever  they  pleased. 

It  was  afterwards  discovered  that  the  shares  numbered  from 

il  105  to  11,154  did  not  belong  to  Mr.  Kiison,  but  had  been 

allotted  to  some  other  jierson.    Mr.  Kitson  had,  however,  other 

sliat'es,  and  amongst  them  were  some  numbered  from  11,005  to 

1 1  054,  and  in  the  blank  transfer  which  Ind  placed  in  the  hands 

of  the  company  these  numbers  were  afterwards  inserted. 

The  company  was  subsequently  wound  up  under  an  order  of  the 
CJourt*  and  on  the  26th  of  June,  1869,  Ind^s  name  was  settled  by 


1872 
ManUi  1. 


\ 
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L.  JJ.       the  Chief  Clerk  on  the  list  of  contributories.    The  certificate  was 

1872        filed  on  the  19th  of  March,  1870.    Ind,  who  had  previously  taken 

IndVcase.    ^^  steps  to  get  his  name  remoyed  from  the  list  of  contributories, 

on  the  25th  of  June,  1871,  applied  to  Vice-Chancellor  Wiekens  in 

Chambers  to  rectify  the  register  of  shareholders  by  removing  his 
name.  The  Vice-Chancellor  refused  the  application,  and  adhered 
to  that  opinion  when  the  application  was  renewed  in  Court  on  the 
5th  of  December,  1871.    Ind  now  appealed  from  this  decision. 

Mr.  Be  Ckx,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Horton  Smith,  for  the  Appellant^ 
contended  that  the  transfer  to  Ind  was  void,  for  the  transferor 
had  no  such  shares  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  transfer : 
8aimder8*8  Case  (1). 

Mr.  Hardy,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Hiffgins,  Q.C.,  for  the  official  liqui- 
dator, contended  that  the  distinguishing  numbers  of  the  shares 
were  not  material ;  the  substance  of  the  transaction  being  the 
transfer  of  fifty  shares.  To  this  Ind  had  consented,  and  he  had 
allowed  his  name  to  remain  on  the  books  ever  since  as  the  pro- 
prietor of  fifty  shares. 

Sib  W.  M.  James,  L.  J. : — 

A  creditor  is  not  supposed  to  look  minutely  at  the  list  of  share- 
holders to  see  whether  each  shareholder  is  rightly  entered  on  the 
register  or  not.  He  has  nothing  to  do  with  tracing  the  title  to 
the  shares.  If  the  creditors  find  a  man  on  the  list  for  fifty  shares 
they  do  not  look  at  the  particular  numbers ;  all  that  concerns  them 
is  that  he  is  on  the  list  of  shareholders  for  fifty  shares.  In  this 
case  Mr.  Ind  executed  a  deed  by  which  he  undertook  to  accept 
fifty  shares ;  he  knowingly  held  himself  out  to  the  world  as  the 
owner  of  those  fifty  shares,  and  he  took  on  himself  all  the  powers 
and  liabilities  of  a  shareholder.  No  doubt  he  was  a  nominee  and 
trustee  for  the  company,  but  being  on  the  register  for  those  fifty 
shares  eX  the  time  of  the  winding-up,  he  was  fixed  there,  and  left 
to  get  such  indemnity  as  he  might  be  able  to  get  from  the  company, 
who  had  induced  him  to  take  shares.  I  cannot  think  that  he 
should  be  allowed  to  say  that  there  was  some  mistake  about  the 

(1)  2  D.  J.  &  S.  101. 
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figures  in  the  transfer — a  mistake  which  was  very  easily  made,  for       L.  jj. 
it  appears  that  the  numbers  ought  to  be  from  11,005  to  11,054        1872 

instead  of  from  11,105  to  11,154.    The  substance  of  the  trans-  xnd*8  Oasb. 
action  was  that  he  meant  to  be  on  the  list  for  fifty  shares ;  he  was        ^~~ 
on  the  list  for  fifty  shares,  and  the  creditors  and  other  persons 
interested  have  a  right  to  hold  him  to  that. 


Sib  G.  Melush,  LJ.  : — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  the  numbers  of  the  shares 
are  simply  directory  for  the  purposes  of  enabling  the  title  of  par- 
ticular persons  to  be  traced;  but  that  one  share,  an  incorporal 
right  to  a  certain  portion  of  the  profits  of  the  company,  is  the 
same  as  another,  and  that  share  No.  1  is  not  distinguishable  from 
share  No.  2,  in  the  same  way  as  a  grey  horse  is  distinguishable 
from  a  black  horse.  If,  therefore,  a  holder  of  shares  has  the  same 
number  of  shares  which  he  professes  to  transfer,  or  a  larger 
number,  and  by  mistake  the  wrong  distinguishing  numbers  are  put 
in  the  transfer,  that  will  not  prevent  the  fifty  shares  which  belonged 
to  him  passing  to  the  transferee.  The  figures  might  afterwards  be 
rectified.  I  think  the  substance  of  the  matter  is  that  Mr^  Ind  has 
agreed  to  take  fifty  shares  as  between  him  and  the  creditors  of 
the  company ;  he  has  been  registered  with  his  own  consent  as  to 
these  shares,  and  therefore  he  is  properly  on  the  list.  The  appeal 
must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Solicitors :  MessrF.  TtZZsari,  Chdden,  &  Holme ;  Messrs.  Lewis, 
Munns,  it  Longden. 
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1872 

Committal — Affidavit  without  Jurat, 

A  warrant  for  tho  committal  of  a  bankrupt  was  expressed  to  be  made  on 
the  readiug  of  the  affidavits  therein  referred  to.  The  Comniissioner  before 
whom  one  of  these  affidavits  was  sworn  had  omitted  to  sign  the  jurat : — 

Hdd,  that  the  warrant  must  be  discharged,  and  that  the  Court  could  not 
enter  into  the  question  whether  there  was  enough  in  the  other  affidavits  to 
support  it,  and  that  the  defect  could  not  be  cured  by  the  Commissioner  sigu- 
ing  the  jurat  in  Court  on  the  hearing  of  the  application  to  discbarge  the 
warrant 

X  HIS  was  a  motion  by  the  bankrupt  to  discharge  two  orders  of 
Mr.  Eegistrar  EazlUt,  dated  the  5th  and  9th  of  March,  1872.  The 
question  was  whether  the  bankrupt  should  be  detained  in  custody 
under  a  warrant  issued  on  the  2nd  of  March  for  committing  him 
to  prison. 

The  warrant  recited  as  follows :  **  Whereas,  by  the  affidavits  of 

filed  the  21st  day  of  February,  1872,  and  the  affidavits 

of  J.  B.  Bobinson  and  /.  Farley^  filed  this  day,  it  hath  been  made 
to  appear  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court  that  the  said  M.  Heyniann 
has  concealed,  or  is  about  to  conceal  or  destroy,  his  books,  docu- 
ments, or  writings,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  which  books,  documents 
or  writings,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  may  be  of  use  to  the  creditors 
in  the  course  of  the  bankruptcy  of  the  said  M,  Heymann^  these 
are,  therefore,  to  require  you,"  &c. 

The  Commissioner  before  whom  the  affidavit  of  Bobinson  was 
sworn  had  omitted  to  sign  the  jurat,  and  the  affidavit  had  been 
filed  with  this  defect.  The  point  had  been  called  to  the  attention 
of  the  Registrar,  but  he  stated  his  opinion  to  the  effect  that  without 
this  affidavit  the  evidence  was  sufficient. 

Mr.  De  Gex,  Q.C.  (Mr.  Bobertson  Griffiiha  with  him),  having 
mentioned  the  absence  of  the  jurat  in  the  opening  of  the  case, 

The  Coubt  called  upon  the  counsel  for  the  Bespondent. 

Mr.  Wtnslotv,  and  Mr.  Warminffton,  contra : — 

Tha  Commissioner  before  whom  the  affidavit  was  sworn  is  i^^ 
Court,  and  ready  to  sign  the  jurat  now. 
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[Tke  XiOBD  Justice  Jakes  : — ^That  is  not  sufficient.  When  the 
vrarrant  for  committal  was  issued  this  was  not  an  affidavit  on. 
which  an  indictment  for  perjury  would  lie,  and  the  warrant  cannot; 
be  8upx>orted  by  supplying  the  defect  now.] 

There  is  sufficient  evidence,  apart  from  this  affidavit,  to  justify 
the  warrant,  and  the  Registrar  stated  that  he  did  not  consider  the 
affidavit  material,  as  it  only  stated  bctB  which  were  deposed  to  by 
other  witnesses. 
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^-^  parte 


Sib  W.  M.  Jaxeb^  KJ.  : — 

We  cannot  travel  out  of  the  warrant,  and  enter  into  the  question 
whether  it  would  have  be«3n  issued  if  a  part  of  the  evidence  on 
which  it  is  expressed  to  be  founded  had  not  been  there.  If  an 
order  of  committal  in  Chancery  were  expressed  to  be  made  upon 
evidence  consbting,  in  part,  of  an  affidavit  not  authenticated  in 
such  a  way  as  to  entitle  the  Court  to  look  at  it,  the  order  would 
be  bad.  The  ^arrant  must  be  discharged,  without  prejudice,  of 
course,  to  any  appUcation  for  a  fresh  warrant. 

Sib  6.  Hellish,  L  J. : — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  case  is  just  the  same  as  if  the 
warrant  were  expressed  to  be  made  on  a  set  of  affidavits,  and  a 
written  statement  by  Bdbinson,  not  made  upon  oath*  Such  a 
warrant  would  be  clearly  bad. 

Solicitors :  Mr.  Eenry  Sydney  ;  Mr.  Ditton. 


Vou  VI  r. 
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L.JJ.         ,  ^       JSJk  jp»rfe  WILSON.    I»  re  DOUGLAS. 

l^Jj        Bankruptcy — DoMe  Froof-^Eatdte  administered  in  two  Countries — Bankruptcy 
April  18.  -4<rf,.1861,  «.  152. 

2>.,  irho  carried  on  business  in  England  under  tbe  firm  of  D.  A  Co.,  and 
in  Brazil  nnder  the  firm  of  JD,,  X.,  d:  Co^  executed  a  deed  of  assignment  of 
all  his  property  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  which  was  registered  under 
the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861.  His  Brazilian  assets  were  administered  under  a 
coneordata — a  proceeding  analagous  to  bankruptcy — ^nnder  which  by  the 
law  of  BrazU'ihe  creditors  whose  debts  were  contracted  in  tbe  name- of  the 
Brazilian  firm  had  priority.  The  holders  of  certain  bills  of  exchange  drawn 
by  J!>.,  A,  A  Co,  upon,  and  accepted  by,  D.  ^  Co.,  proved  in  BrassH,  and 
,  .  receiyed  a  divided.  They  then  claimed  to  prove  in  En^nd,  and  the 
proof  was  iidmitted  without  quahfication  by  the  Qounty  Court  Judge : — 

Beld,  on  appeal,  that  sect.  152  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861,  did  not 
apply,  as  there  were  not  two  estates  being  admiuistered  in  bankru|^tcy,  but 
one  estate,  which  was  administered  partly  in  Brazil  and  partly  in  England; 
and  that  the  billholders*  could  not  receive  a  dividend  in  England  until  all 
the  creditors  had  received  a  dividend  at  the  same  rate  as  the  Brazilian 
dividend. 

XHIS  was  an  appeal  by  the  trustees  of  a  creditors'  deed  executed 
by  William  Douglas  from  a  decision  of  the  County  Court  Judge  of 
Liverpool  allowing  a  proof. 

WtUicmi  Douglas  vfeL8  in  reality  a  sole  trader,  but  carried  on 
business  at  Liverpool  under  the  firm  of  Douglas  &  Co.,  and  at 
Bahia  under  the  firm  of  Douglas,  Laiham,  &  Co.  .  The  proof  m 
question  was  on  bills  of  exchange  drawn  in  1869  by  Douglas, 
Laiham,  dt  Co,\  upon  and  \  accepted  by  Douglas  dt  Co.  .  .On  the 
14th  of  December,  1869,  Doughs,  who  was  resident  in  England, 
executed  a  deed  assigning  all  his  estate  to  trustees  for  the  bene- 
fit of  his  creditors ;  and  this  deed  was  duly  registered  under  the 
'  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861.  The  English  assets  were  got  in  by  the 
trustees,  but  the  Brazilian  assets  were  administered  under  a  con- 
eordata in  Brazil.  It  appeared  that,  according  to  Brazilian  law, 
the  firm  of  Douglas,  Latham,  &  Co.  was  treated  as  a  distinct  body, 
so  that  the  persons  who  would  have  been  joint  creditors  of  that 
firm,  supposing  it  to  consist  of  different  persons  from  the  English 
one,  were  treated  as  having  the  first  claim  to  the  assets  adminis- 
tered in  Brazil.    The  billholders  went  in  under  the  coneordaia, 
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.and  received  a  dividend,  after  which  they  sought  to  prove  under 
the  deed  of  assignment  in  England^  and  the  County  Court  Judge 
admitted  their  claim.    The  trustees  appealed. 

Mr.  SwanstoUy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bagtet/y  for  the  Appellants : — 

This  is  not  a  case  within  the  Bankruptey  Act,  1861,  s.  152. 
Douglas  was  a  sole  trader ;  there  was  only  one  estate  to  be  ad- 
ministered ;  every  creditor,  whether  Brazilian  or  English,  has  the 
same  right  to  prove  here ;  and  the  fact  that  Brazilian  law  lays 
liold  of  the  assets  in  BrazU  for  the  benefit  o!  the  Brazilian  creditors 
•does  not  alter  the  case.  Ther^  can  be  no  proof  in  England  without; 
allowing  for  what  has  been  received  in  Brazil :  Sdkrig  v.  Davis  (1)  ; 
<}oldsmid  v.  Cazenove  (2). 

Mr.  De  Oex,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Robertson  QriffitJis,  for  the  Respon- 
•dents  : — 

This  case  is  governed  by  sect.  152,  which  was  passed  for  the 
purpose  of  meeting  the  case  of  Ooldsmid  v.  Cazenove.  The  words 
-**  in  the  whole  "  are  unintelligible  unless  treated  as  intended  to 
provide  for  a  case  like  this.  If  two  firms  in  England  were  composed 
of  the  same  persons  no  question  of  double  proof  could  arise,  for 
there  would  be  only  a  single  administration  of  a  single  estate.  The 
clause  must  have  intended  by  the  words  "in  the  whole"  to  pro- 
vide for  the  case  of  two  firms,  one  abroad  and  one  here,  consisting 
of  the  same  members,  as  in  that  case  there  would  be  two  estates 
administered.  There  is  nothing  unreasonable  in  double  proof  ixx 
such  a  case ;  it  is  as  if  there  were  two  limited  companies  in  which, 
the  shareholders  were  the  same. 

Mr.  Swanston,  in  reply. 

Sib  W.  M.  James,  L.J.  :— 

In  this  case,  although  I  dissent  from  the  conclusion  arrived  at  by 
the  learned  Judge  of  the  County  Court,  I  entirely  concur  with 
the  greater  part  of  his  judgment  He  seems  to  have  expressed 
his  opinion  very  clearly  that  the  152nd  section  of  the  Act  of  1861 
had  nothing  to  do  with  the  case.  He  points  out  distinctly  that 
this  is  not  a  case  of  two  or  more  firms,  it  is  the  case  of  one  indi- 

(1)  2  Rose,  291.  (2)  7  H.  L.  C.  786. 
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L.  JJ.      vidunl  haying  business  in  two  places,  and  haying  assets  in  two 

1S72        places  connected  with  the  two  businesses;  and  he  has  come  to 

Fxpart6     ^^^  conclusion,  in  which  I  agree  with  him,  that  you  cannot  in  such 

^viLsoN.     a  case  say  that  there  are  two  distinct  estates  to  be  wound  up  in 

DovaiAs.    bankruptcy.    The  estate  is  in  my  judgment  one  estate,  the  estate 

of  the  indiyidual  who  carries  on  business  in  both  places,  and  that 

estate  will  haye  to  be  administered  according  to  the  English  law 
so  far  as  it  comes  into  this  country,  and  the  English  law  would 
lay  hold  of  any  assets  connected  with  the  Brtml  business  that 
came  within  its  reach,  just  in  the  same  way  as  it  would  lay  hold 
of  the  assets  in  this  country  connected  with  the  Liverpool  business. 
That  is  to  say,  there  is  only  one  estate  as  against  which  all  ere* 
ditors,  not  merely  the  trade  creditors,  but  the  butcher,  the  baker, 
the  tailor,  the  wine  merchant — ^all  the  creditors  of  the  man  in  his 
own  domestic  character — stand  on  exactly  the  same  footing,  and 
each  creditor,  whether  a  trade  creditor  or  a  creditor  of  the  debtor  in 
his  priyate  character,  would  be  entitled  to  share  in  the  assets  of 
both  firms.    Therefore  I  quite  agree  with  the  learned  Judge  that 
there  are  not  here  two  distinct  estates  to  be  wound  up  in  bankruptcy. 
If  there  are  not,  then  the  section  does  not  apply,  and  we  cannot 
extend  the  section  so  as  to  make  it  apply  to  a  case  in  which  there 
are  not  two  distinct  estates,  merely  because  there  is  some  difficulty 
or  ambiguity  in  a  subsequent  part  of  it.     It  is  difficult  to  say 
exactly  what  is  meant  by  the  words  **  in  whole  or  in  part  composed 
of  the  same  indiyiduals  ;**  but  the  difficulty  in  construing  those 
words  is  no  reason  for  saying  that  the  section  is  to  apply  to  a  case 
in  which  there  are  not  two  distinct  estates.    Here  in  my  judgment 
there  is  only  one  estate.    The  Brazilian  law  lays  hold  of  those 
assets  which  are  within  the  reach  of  the  BrazOian  Courts,  and  in 
administering  them  giyes  a  preference  to  particular  creditors ;  but 
that  is  only  the  same  kind  of  thing  as  if  an  execution  creditor  was 
by  the  law  of  Brazil  allowed  to  retain,  as  against  the  general 
creditors  in  bankruptcy,  the  goods  he  seized  in  execution.    Then  if 
the  section  does  not  apply,  as  I  quite  agree  with  the  learned  Judge 
of  the  County  Court  it  does  not,  it  seems  to  me  that  he  would  not 
haye  decided  as  he  has  done  if  his  attention  had  been  called  to  the 
decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  in  SeOcrig  y.  Davis  (1),  from  which 

(1)  2  Rose,  201. 
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it  is  clear  that,  if  a  particular  creditor  who  is  able  to  lay  hold  of 
assets  of  the  bankrupt  abroad  comes  here  to  share  with  the  other 
creditors,  he  must  bring  into  the  estate  here  that  which  the  law  of 
the  foreign  country  has  given  him  over  the  other  creditors.  I  am. 
of  opinion  that  the  order  ought  to  be  varied  by  allowing  the  Be- 
spondents  to  proTe,  but  not  to  receive  dividends  until  the  Englisli. 
creditors  have  received  equal  dividends  with  them. 

Sib  G,  Mkllish,  L. J. : — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     Independently  of  the  152nd  section, 
of  the  Act  of  1861  it  is  admitted,  and  it  certainly  could  not  be 
denied,  that  the  Bespondents,  having  obtained  in  Brazil  a  portion 
of  the  assets,  which,  by  the  law  of  England^  are  distributable 
equally  among  all  the  creditors,  cannot  prove  against  the  estate  in 
England  so  as  to  get  part  of  the  assets  which  are  being  distributed 
in  England  without  abandoning  that  part  of  the  assets  which  they 
have  received.     The  question,  therefore,  entirely  turns  upon  this 
152nd  section,  and  after  very  carefully  considering  it,  and  the  able 
arguments  which  have  been  addressed  to  us,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
it  is  impossible  to  make  that  section  apply  to  any  case  where  there 
are  not  distinct  estates  to  be  administered  in  bankruptcy.   I  agree 
that  in  order  to  make  the  section  apply  it  is  not  necessary  that 
there  should  be  distinct  estates  to  be  administered  by  the  Ciourt  of 
Bankruptcy  in  England,  but  that  it  would  apply  if  there  was  one 
estate  being  administered  abroad  by  a  Court  which  was  practically 
a  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  and  other  estate  being  administered  by  the 
Court  of  Bankruptcy  here ;  but  there  being  here  only  one  debtor, 
the  argument  comes  to  this :  that  because  the  Court  of  Braanl,  ixx 
administering  the  assets  which  are  locally  situate  in  Brazil,  givea 
a  preference  (I  cannot  think  there  is  any  evidence  to  shew  that  it; 
amounts  to  more  than  giving  a  preference)  to  the  Brazilian  cra^ 
ditors,  that  is  to  say,  to  creditors  whose  debts  have  been  contracte^^ 
in  the  name  of  the  Brazilian  firm ;  therefore  there  are  separate 
estates.    There  is  no  evidence,  and  I  cannot  assume,  without  evx^ 
dence,  that  the  creditors  of  the   English  firm,  although  ^the 
would  be  postponed  in  Brazil  by  the  law  of  Brazil  to  the  creditor; 
of  the  Brazilian  firm,  would  not,  if  the  assets  in  Brazil  were  sufiQ^ 
cient  to  pay  those  creditors  in  full,  be  entitled  to  be  paid  out 
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the  surplus  of  those  assets ;  nor  can  I  assume  that  creditors  of  the 
bankrupt,  the  debts  due  to  whom  had  been  contracted  by  him 
individually,  not  in  the  course  of  his  trade  nor  in  the  name  of 
either  firm,  would  not^  by  the  law  of  BrassSy  have  a  claim 
against  the  surplus  assets  after  the  Brazilian  creditors  were 
paid.  It  is,  therefore,  not  a  case  where  there  are  distinct  estates, 
one  being  administered  by  the  law  of  Brazil  and  another  being 
administered  by  the  law  of  England^  but  it  is  a  case  in  which 
the  same  estate  is  being  distributed,  partly  in  Brazil  and  partly 
in  Enffland,  but  where  the  Brazilian  law  says  that  a  certain 
dass  of  creditors  are  to  have  a  preference,  and  where  the  law 
of  England  says  that  all  creditors  are  to  take  equally.  That  being 
the  case,  I  am  of  opinion  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  the  applica- 
tion of  the  common  rule  that  if  a  creditor  comes  to  take  the  benefit 
of  the  English  law  and  proves  against  the  English  estate,  he  can- 
not take  advantage  of  the  preference  that  he  has  received  under 
the  law  of  a  foreign  state. 


MiNXTTEs: — ^Discharge  the  order  of  the  County  Court  Judge.  Admit  the 
Claimants  to  prove,  but  with  the  condition  that  they  shaU  not  reoeire  any 
dividend  uptil  after  the  oth'er  creditors  have  received  a  dividend  equal  to  the 
dividend  received  by  the  Claimants  under  the  proceedings  in  Brazil. 

Solicitors:  Messrs.  Le  Biche  dk  Sony  for  CdHbeU,  Wheeler,  A 
Cdbhetty  Manchester  ;  Messrs.  Sale.  Shipman,  &  Seddon,  Manchester. 
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Ex  parte  LYONS.    In  re  LYONS. 

Bankruptcy — Compoaition — Jurisdiction — Setting  aside  Deed — Banh^uptcy    ' 

Acty  1869,  8.  72, 

On  the  5th  of  May,  1871,  X.  filed  a  petition  for  liquidation  by  airange- 
ment  On  the  9th  of  May,  B.  was  appointed  receiver,  and  took  possession  of 
the  debtor's  goods.  On  the  9th  of  Jime,  the  creditors  passed  resolutions 
appointing  B.  trustee,  and  aooepting  a  composition  for  which  promissory 
notes  were  to  be  given  and  handed  to  B.  for  distribution  among  the  creditors. 
On  the  27th  of  July,  B.  having  a  lien  on  the  goods  for  his  costs,  L.  gave  him 
a  memorandum  by  which,  in  consideration  of  B.^s  satisfying  a  distress  for 
rent,  and  giving  time  for  payment  of  the  costs,  he  agreed  to  give  B^  a  charge 
on  the  goods  for'  the  costs,  and  to  execute  any  deed  required  for  giving  effect 
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to  that  charge.    B,  delivered  his  hill  of  costs,  and  in  August  X.  gave  hlxo. 
a  hill  of  sale  of  the  goods  for  the  amount,  upon  which  the  goods  were  delivered 
to  L.    L.  afterwards  applied  to  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  for  taxation  *of 
B*&  charges  and  an  account  of  the  moneys  received  hy  him,  and  to  ha've 
the  hill  of  sale  set  aside  as  ohtained  hy  pressure : — 

Meld  (afiSrming  the  decision  of  the  Registrar),  that  the  Court  of  Baixk— 
ruptcy  had  no  jurisdiction  to  set  aside  the  hill  of  sale,  and  that,  therefore,  xio 
relief  could  he  given  on  the  application. 

Bembk,  that  there  would  have  been  jurisdiction  to  setUe  the  amount  of 
B,*B  charges  if  it  had  not  heen  settled  between  the  parties,  that  heing  a  matter 
incident  to  the  composition. 

•  J.  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  Mr.  Begistrar  Spring  Rie^ 
sitting  for  the  Chief  Judge. 

On  the  5th  of  May,  1871,  Lyons  filed  a  petition  for  liquidation 
by  arhtngement.     On  or  about  the-  9th  of  May  the  Bespondent 
Srett,  an  accountant,  accepted  the  appcdntment  of  receiver^  and 
proceeded  to  take  possession  of  the  debtor's  property.     On  the 
26th  of  May  a  meeting  of  creditors  was  held,  at  which  a  statement 
of  affairs  which  had  been  prepared  by  the  receiyer  was  produced. 
The  meeting  wss  adjourned  till  the  9th  of  June  for  the  production 
of  a  balance  sheet  which  the  receiyer  was  directed  to  prepare. 
The  balance  sheet  was  accordingly  prepared  and  produced  to  the 
creditors,  who,  at  the  adjourned  meeting,  passed  resolutions  by  which 
they  agreed  to  accept  a  composition  of  7s.  6d.  in  the  pound,  pay- 
able by  three  instalments  at  four,  eight,  and  twelve  months,  for 
which  promissory  notes  were  to  be  given  and  handed  to  Brett  for 
distribution  among  the  creditors.     At  this  meeting  Brett  was 
electa  trustee.     On  the  2l8fc  of  June  a  second  meeting  was  held, 
at  which  the  resolutions  were  confirmed,  and  on  the  26th  the  reso- 
lutions were  registered.    Pending  these  proceedings,  the  landlord, 
of  the  premises  which  Lj/ans  occupied  was  in  possession  of  his 
goods  under  a  distress  for  rent,  and  the  moneys  which  Brett  had 
received  were  little  more  than  sufficient    to    pay  the  landlord^ 
lea^ng  his  own  costs,  which  were  considerable,  improvided  for. 

On  the  27th  of  July  Lyons  gave  to  BreU  a  memorandum,  which 
was  in  part  as  follows :  "  In  consideration  of  your  paying  out  the 
distraint  for  rent,  amounting  to  £104,  and  allowing  me  a  delay  of 
one  month  to  satisfy  your  costs,  I  hereby  give  you  an  absolote  lien 
upon  the  whole  of  the  stock,  book^  debts,  and  other  assets  in  my 
possession  or  belonging  to  my  estate,  for  the  whole  of  such  pay- 
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ment,  costs,  and  expenses  as  have  been  or  may  be  incorred  by  yoa.** 
Lyons  also  by  this  memorandum  bound  himself  to  execute  any  deed 
which  might  be  required  for  giving  more  full  effect  thereto. 

Brett  accordingly  paid  the  landlord,  and  took  possession  of  the 
goods  both  as  trustee  and  by  virtue  of  the  security  created  by  the 
memorandum.  Some  disputes  shortly  afterwards  arose  as  to  an 
alleged  fraudulent  removal  of  part  of  the  goods  by  Lffons,  and 
negotiations  took  place  as  to  the  terms  on  which  Lyons  should  be 
allowed  to  resume  possession  of  his  goods  so  as  to  carry  on  his 
trade.  Ultimately,  about  the  end  of  August,  1871,  Lyons  executed  to 
Brett  a  bill  of  sale  for  securing  to  Brett  the  sum  of  £349  la  Id^ 
being  the  balance  due  to  him  for  his  costs,  charges,  and  expenses 
as  receiver,  trustee,  and  accountant,  according  to  an  aooonnt  pre- 
viously rendered  by  him  to  LyonSy  and  the  instrument  contained  a 
covenant  by  Lyons  for  payment  of  that  sum.  Thereupon  the  notes 
for  the  composition  were  delivered  out  to  the  creditors,  said  Lyons 
was  let  into  possession  of  the  goods. 

Lyons  subsequently  paid  to  Brett  a  considerable  part  of  the 
£349  If.  1(2.,  but  on  the  8th  of  March,  1872,  gave  notice  of  motion 
for  an  order  that  Brett  should  bring  in  his  bill  of  charges  for  taxa- 
tion, and  deliver  to  Lyons  all  property  of  his  in  BretPs  hands,  and 
deliver  to  him  a  debtor  and  creditor  account  of  all  moneys  received 
by  Bretty  and  that  it  might  be  referred  to  the  Taxing  Master  to 
ascertain  what^  if  anything,  was  due  from  BreU  to  LyonSy  and  that 
Brett  might  be  ordered  to  pay  to  Lyons  any  sum  that  might  be  so 
found  due,  and  that  the  bill  of  sale  might  be  delivered  up  to  be 
cancelled,  and  that  Brett  might  be  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  the 
application. 

This  application  was  supported  by  affidavits,  the  general  effect  of 
which  was  that  Bretfs  charges  were  excessive,  and  that  the  letter 
of  the  27th  of  July  and  the  bill  of  sale  had  been  obtained  by  pres- 
sure, Brett  taking  advantage  of  his  having  the  goods  and  the  pro- 
missory notes  in  his  hands. 

The  application  was  heard  by  Mr.  Begistrar  Spring  Bdee  sitting 
for  the  Chief  Jadge,  and  was  dismissed  by  him  with  costs  on  the 
ground  that  as  soon  as  the  resolutions  for  composition  were  passed 
all  parties  were  remitted  to  those  sections  of  the  Bahknijptey  Aety 
1869,  which  were  applicable  to  compositions,  and  that  those  sections 
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did  not  give  the  (Jourt  jorisdiction  to  order  taxation  nor  to  grant 
any  other  part  of  the  relief  asked,  snch  relief  having  no  connection 
with  the  carrying  the  resolutions  of  the  creditors  into  effect. 

Mr.  Swanston,  Q.C^  and  Mr.  Robertson  Cbriffitha,  for  the  Appel* 
lant: — 

The  objection  has  been  taken  in  the  nature  of  a  preliminary 
objection,  that  the  Court  has  no  jurisdiction.  We  contend  that  the 
Oourt  has  jurisdiction,  the  Respondent  having  obtained  possession 
of  the  goods  as  an  officer  of  the  Court,  and  having  taken  advantage 
of  his  position.  The  matter  is  a  matter  of  bankruptcy ;  the  pro- 
ceedings being  such  that  the  debtor  might  have  been  adjudged 
bankrupt  in  them* 

[They  referred  to  the  Baniruptey  Act,  1869,  ss.  65,  72,  126 ; 
Bankruptcy  Bules,  1871,  4,  5;  Ex  parte  Anderson  (1);  Ex  parte 
Bumboa  (2).] 

lilr.  De  Gex,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Finlay  Knight,  contra,  were  not 
•called  upon. 

Sm  W.  M.  James,  L.  J. : — 

The  learned  Registrar,  acting  for  the  Chief  Judge,  has  decided 
that  the  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  grant  the  relief  sought,  and 
I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  substance  of  the  application  is  to 
set  aside  a  deed  executed  by  the  debtor  after  resolutions  accepting 
a  composition  had  been  come  to.  This  is  the  whole  substance  of 
the  case,  for  so  long  as  that  deed  stands  it  is  dear  that  the  Appel- 
lant cannot  be  entitled  to  anything  else  that  he  asks.  The  reason 
alleged  for  impeaching  this  deed  is  that  it  was  obtained  by 
Mr.  BreU  oppressively,  and  by  taking  advantage  of  the  position  in 
which  he  stood  in  connection  with  the  proceedings  that  led  to  the 
composition.  The  world  has  already  been  startled  at  the  extent 
of  the  jurisdiction  assumed  by  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  under 
sect  72,  and  it  behoves  us  to  be  careful  before  we  enlarge  it,  and 
before  we  allow  every  branch  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  to  set 
aside  solemn  deeds  on  equitable  grounds,  merely  because  they  had 
their  inception  in,  or  were  somehow  connected  with  bankruptcy 

(1)  Law  Bep-  6  Ch.  473.  (2)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  842. 
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L.  J  J.  proceedings.    Here,  after  the  resolutions  for  composition  had  been 

1872  come  to,  the  Appellant  and  the  Bespondent  met  and  settled  the 

£b  fMfU  aocoont  of  the  Bespondent's  charges,  and  then  this  deed  was  executed.. 

TOHB.  j^  £g  g^j  ^^^  ^1^^  account  was  a  fraudulent  account,  and  that  the 

Lyohs.  deed  was  obtained  by  pressure.  This  may  be  so ;  the  deed  may  be 
'"^  one  obtained  under  circumstances  which  would  induce  a  Court  of 
Equity  to  set  it  aside ;  but  that  is  a  question  which  it  should  be 
left  to  a  Court  of  Equity  to  determine.  The  case  does  not  come 
within  sect  72,  the  object  of  which  is  to  proTide  a  sanunary 
remedy  in  matters  relating  to  the  distribution  of  the  estate,  oir 
otherwise  arising  in  or  really  connected  with  bankruptcy  proceed- 
ings. I  should  be  sorry  to  limit  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  as  to 
anything  which  can  be  said  to  be  a  matter*  incident  to  the  bank* 
ruptcy  proceedings,  and  I  do  not  say  that  the  Court  might  not 
have  jurisdiction  to  tax  the  costs  if  the  receiyer  were  holding  the 
property  till  they  were  paid.  But  it  does  not  follow,  because 
there  has  been  a  relation  between  two  parties  founded  on  bank- 
ruptcy proceedings^  that  eyery  dealing  between  them  haying  any 
connection  with  that  relation  is  drawn  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Court  of  Bankruptcy.  I  think  the  Begistrar  rightly  held  that 
there  was  no  jurisdiction  to  set  aside  the  bill  of  sale,  and  that 
being  so  the  Appellant's  case  wholly  fails. 

Sib  6.  Mellish,  L.  J. : — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  If,  on  the  occasion  of  the  delivery 
back  to  the  debtor  of  his  goods,  after  the  resolutions  for  acceptiDg 
the  composition  had  been  carried,  a  dispute  had  arisen  as  to  the 
amount  of  the  Bespondent's  charges,  I  should  think  that  the  debtor 
might  have  applied  to  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  for  an  order  for 
the  delivery  of  his  goods,  and  to  have  the  amount  of  the  chaigea 
for  which  the  receiver  had  a  lien  settled  by  the  Court ;  for  that 
would  be  a  question  arising  directly  out  of  the  proceedings  in  thai 
Court.  But  the  debtor,  being  9uijuris^  settles  in  a  formal  way  the 
amount  of  the  charges  with  the  receiver,  and  gives  him  a  bill  o£ 
sale  to  secure  the  amount  so  settled,^  covenanting  to  pay  that 
amount.  Has  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  any  jurisdiction  to  set  aside 
that  deed?  That  maybe  tested  by  this:  Suppose  an  action  at  law 
brought  upon  the  deed,  would  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  have  auy 
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juriadiction  to  restrain  it  ?  In  my  opinion,  clearly  not ;  for  it  would 
not  l>e  a  matter  relating  to  bankruptcy.  The  Court  of  Chaucei-y 
would  haye  jurisdiction  to  restrain  the  action  if  a  prima  fade  csks^ 
were  made  out  that  the  deed  had  been  improperly  obtained,  azi-d 
it  could  examine  into  the  deed,  and,  if  the  case  were  established^ 
direct  an  account  of  what  was  justly  due,  and  make  the  bill  of 
stand  as  a  security  only  for  what  should  be  found  due;  but  I 
notliing  in  the  Bankruptcy  Act  to  transfer  this  jurisdiction  to  tli< 
CJourt  of  Bankruptcy. 

Solicitors :  Mr.  EL  Sydney  ;  Messrs.  Sioeken  dt  Jupp. 
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L.  c.  In  re  MEYRICKE  FUND. 

and  L.  J  J. 

1872  Endowed  Schools  Commimoners — 32  &  33  Vict.  c.  66,  88,  5, 14 — Exhibitions^ 

m^2S.  CcOege-DMrict. 

The  Endowed  Schools  Gommisstonera  hare  power  to  inquire  into  the 
endowment  of  exhibitiona  at  a  college  in  an  university^  whenever  they  are 
restricted  to  a  school  or  district 

Waies  is  a  district  within  the  meaning  of  the  Endowed  SchooU  Act, 

Decision  of  Wickens,  Y.C,  affirmed. 

IHE  Bey.  Edmund  Meyricke,  by  his  will,  dated  the  25th  of 
March,  1712,  gave  certain  estates  for  the  better  maintenance  of  six 
of  the  junior  scholars  of  Jems  College^  Oxford,  out  of  the  six  counties 
of  North  Wales,  and  for  the  maintenance  of  six  exhibitioners  at 
Jesus  College,  out  of  the  same  six  counties.  The  Meyricke  endow- 
ment was  administered  under  decrees  of  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
£tnd  the  number  of  exhibitioners  had  been  increased  to  twenty-four. 
By  an  ordinance  dated  the  3rd  of  April,  1857,  under  the  Oxford 
University  GhvemmerU  and  Extension  Act,  it  was  provided  that 
certain  of  these  exhibitions  should  be  consolidated,  and  as  consoli- 
dated should  be  filled  up  by  the  election  of  deserving  persons  being 
natives  of  Wales  or  Monmouthshire. 

The  Kndowed  Schools  Commissioners,  acting  under  the  Endowed 
Schoch  Act,  32  &  83  Vict.  c.  56 ;  and  using  the  powers  of  the 
Charitable  Trusts  Act,  1853  (16  &  17  Vict  c.  137,  s.  11),  and  the 
Charitable  Trusts  Act  Amendment  Act  (18  &  19  Vict  c.  124,  ss.  6, 7, 
8,  9),  called  upon  the  Principal  of  Jesus  CoUege  to  answer  certain 
questions  as  to  the  Meyricke  fund,  which,  after  some  correspondence, 
the  college  authorities  refused  to  answer.  The  Commissioners 
thereupon,  in  order  to  try  their  right,  moved  to  commit  the  bursar 
of  the  college,  who  was  the  custodian  of  the  documents;  and  the 
yice-Ohancellor  Wickens  held  that  the  Commissioners  were  entitled 
to  have  the  information  they  required ;  as  reported  (1),  where  the 
facts  are  more  fully  stated. 

The  college  appealed. 

(1)  Law  Bep.  13  Eq.  269. 
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Mr.  JlfoY-^an,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Orenside,  for  the  Appellants : —  L.  0. 

The    .KrMZou»di  Schools  Act  was  intended  to  relate  to  schools        ,^» 
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merely,  xi.o't  to  the  universities.     The  5th  section  shews  what  is  to  be 

included^  and  in  it  boys  and  girls  are  spoken  of,  shewing  what  was    Hetbiokb 

meant.       It  -was  never  intended  that  these  Commissioners  should       ^^' 

have  po^wer  to  interfere  with  things  which  had  been  established  for 

centoiries  at  the  universities.    It  is  true  that|  under  sect.  14,  college 

endo^Trments  and  all  endowments  not  fifty  years  old  are  excepted ; 

but  oxL  t^lieir  construction  these  Commissioners  would  have  power  to 

dictate   bow  most  of  the  university  scholarships  should  be  given. 

If  tlie   exhibitions  were  held  in  connection  with  any  particular 

ecliool,  tlie  Commissioners  might  have  power,  but  not  when  the 

exhibitions  are  like  these,  part  of  the  college.    If  they  can  take 

a^way  these,  they  can  proceed  to  take  away  others,  and  leave  the 

college  with  nothing.     It  was  argued  that  these  exhibitions  were 

^within  sect  14,  sub-sect.  4,  inasmuch  as  they  were  restricted  to 

TVcUss  ;    but  it  is  absurd  to  call  Wales  a  district.  Is  Scotland  a 

-district  ?     The  word  might  apply  to  a  county,  but  not  to  a  country 

like  Wales. 

rFhe  whole  subject  of  the  Act  is  schools  and  the  exhibitions  con- 
xkeoted  with  them.  When  the  Commissioners  have  power  over  a 
<^ollege  exhibition,  the  Act  is  clear  on  the  matter,  as  at  sect  38. 
TliLe  Commissioners  may  be  very  proper  persons  to  regulate  schools, 
lt>n't  not  to  regulate  colleges  or  universities,  for  which  a  body  already 
^e^ists,  created  by  a  recent  statute,  17  &  18  Vict  c.  81. 

Sir  BoundeU  Palmer,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Lindhy,  Q.C.,  for  the  Com- 
missioners, were  not  called  upon. 


X-iOHi>  Hathbrley,  L.O. : — 

The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  a  certain  endowment  unde^ 
tiie  will  of  Mr.  Meyrieke,  for  the  support  at  Jesus  College,  Oxford, 
of  exhibitioners,  natives  of  Wales,  is  within  the  operation  of  the 
JEndowed  Schools  Act  (32  &  33  Vict  c.  56). 

The  argument  against  it  was,  that  this  Act  was  intended  to 
^pply  solely  to  funds  which  were  devoted  to  the  education  of  boys 
or  girls  c^t  school.  And  though  the  education  might,  having  its 
^^mmencement  at  a  school,  be  afterwards  continued  as  to  boys  or 
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L.  O.       young  men  at  college,  and,  as  a  consequence,  an  exhibition  at 
^  '    college  might  come  under  the  Act,  yet  it  was  contended  that  any 

^^vw        other  exhibitions  held  at  universities  were  not  to  be  considered  as> 
j^  ^       included  within  the  terms  and  provisions  of  the  Act. 

Fund.  The  argument  was  chiefly  on  the  5th  section ;  but  I  confess  that 

there  was  nothing,  as  it  appears  to  me,  pointed  out  in  the  course 
of  the  argument,  to  shew  that  any  such  restricted  sense  is  to  be 
applied  to  the  term  '^  educational  endowment."  Otherwise,  why 
was  so  large  a  term  adopted?  If  the  Act  was  simply  dealing 
with  certain  schools,  and  persons  educated  at  those  schools  and 
pursuing  their  studies  at  the  universities,  why  should  not  an  ap- 
propriate term  have  been  employed  ?  I  am  unable  to  see  upon 
any  principle,  or  upon  the  original  report  of  the  Commissioners 
on  which  the  Act  was  founded,  or  from  anything  that  appears  in 
the  Act,  that  the  education  there  mentioned  is  an  education  con- 
fined to  schools,  and  not  including  any  education  which  might  after- 
wards have  to  be  provided  for. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  5th  section,  on  the  very  face  of  it^ 
applies  plainly  and  distinctly  to  the  two  classes  of  educational 
endowment  which  may  be  necessary  for  the  completion  of  a  boy's 
education,  whilst,  as  regards  primary  education  only,  it  applies 
both  to  boys  and  girls. 

With  regard  to  exhibitions  at  the  universities,  the  Act  could 
not  of  course  have  been  intended  to  apply  to  endowments  for  the 
education  of  girls,  because  up  to  the  present  time  there  has  beezk 
no  provision  made  for  the  education  of  women  at  the  universities.. 
But  that  does  not  prevent  the  general  application  of  those  words. 
The  section  speaks,  in  the  first  place,  of  the  term  *'  educationaT 
endowment"  as  being  applicable  to  any  endowment  which  has 
been  applied  to  the  education  at  school  of  boys  and  girls,  or 
either  of  them.  Then  it  goes  on  to  speak  of  exhibitions  tenable 
at  a  schoo],  or  at  an  university,  or  elsewhere.  And  then  it  goes 
on  further,  and  takes  the  largest  view  of  what  an  educational 
endowment  may  be,  by  pointing  out  various  purposes  which 
do  not  seem  prima  facie  to  be  the  immediate  purposes  of  educa- 
tion, but  so  connected  with  edacation  as  to  be  within  the  purport 
and  meaning  of  the  Act. 
I  apprehend  that  the  first  intent  of  the  Legislature  in  framing- 
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this  Act^  which  is  a  highly  remedial  Aet,  was  that  the  Commis- 
sioners should  have  the  largest  possible  powers ;  and  these  general 
vords  were  used  lest  anything  which  might  haye  escaped  the 

•  attention  of  the  Legislature  should  afterwards  be  found  unpro- 
tected by  the  supervision  and  care  of  the  Commissioners. 

Having  given  these  extensive   powers,  the  Legislature  pro- 
<;eeded  to  make  certain  exceptions,  the  intention  being  obviously 
that  everything  not  immediately  in  the  contemplation  of  the 
Legislature  should  not  escape,  and  that  nothing  should  escape 
<*except  things  to  which  the  attention  of  the  Legislature  was  ex- 
pressly directed. 

This  is  a  complete  answer  to  the  argument  ab  ineonvenienti 
'which  has  been  so  much  pressed  upon  us.    It  was  said  that  surely 
the  Legislature  did  not  intend  to  confer  upon  this  particular  body 
powers  which  in  several  cases  appeared  too  great.    But  that  con- 
sideration appears  to  have  occurred  to  the  framers  of  the  Act, 
because,  knowing  how  large  the  powers  were,  they  have  in  certain 
<;ases  restricted  the  powers,  thus  shewing  that  they  are  not  to  be 
otherwise  restricted. 

Mr.  Osborne  Morgan  objected  that  the  construction  which  the 
Yice-Chancellor  had  given  to  the  Act  would  lead  to  the  con- 
clusion that  many  of  the  university  endowments,  such  as  the 
Craven  and  the  Ireland  scholarships,  would  be  left  to  the  tender 
mercies  of  the  Commissiouers.  But  when  an  Act  of  Parliament 
.has  created  Commissioners,  and  entrusted  them  with  duties,  I 
think  that  every  Court  is  bound  to  assume  that  the  Legislature 

•  considers  those  Commissioners  to  be  persons  fit  and  proper  for  the 
purpose,  and  that  the  Commissioners  are  not  to  be  dealt  with  as  if 
•they  were  persons  likely  to  abuse  or  misuse  their  power. 

On  this  very  point,  as  to  the  university  scholarships,  there  is  great 
protection  afforded^  by  the  Act  There  is  the  fifty  years  clause, 
which  is,  I  believe,  applicable  to  every  university  scholarship, 
except  the  Graven  scholarships.  There  are,  besides,  other  general 
restrictions  on  the  powers  exerciseable  by  the  Commissioners.  In 
•the  first  place,  they  have  not  the  power  of  arbitrarily  and  at  their 
own  free  will  and  pleasure  effecting  all  the  changes  which  they 
may  think  proper  or  essentiaL  They  are  obliged  to  frame  a  scheme, 
.and  that  scheme  is  to  be  subject  to  certain  revisions^  and  there  are 
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and  either  House  of  Parliament  dissenting  from  the  scheme  may 
Mktooke  ^V  ^*®  adoption — ^a  course  which,  as  I  am  informed,  one  branch 
^HD.  Qf  the  Legislature  has  already  adopted  with  respect  to  one  of  the 
schemes  proposed  by  the  Commissioners.  All  these  guards  are- 
imposed  on  those  powers,  and  tend  to  shew  that  the  constmction 
which  gives  the  widest  sense  and  meaning  to  the  original  powers  i» 
the  correct  construction. 

There  are,  besides,  several  endowments  carefully  excepted, 
and  these  very  exceptions  tend  to  shew  how  large  the  original 
powers  were  meant  to  be,  and  how  necessary  it  is  therefore  not  to 
put  a  narrow  and  confined  interpretation  on  the  section  whicli 
describes  what  educational  endowments  are  to  be  within  the  Act. 

It  was  argued  that  the  only  exhibitions  intended  to  be  under  the 
control  of  the  Commissioners  were  those  connected  with  schools, 
but  we  cannot  put  that  narrow  construction  on  the  Act.  Sup- 
pose that  there  was  a  foundation — and  we  are  told  that  there 
is  actually  such  a  foundation  at  Cowbridge — where  there  are 
exhibitions  for  boys  educated  at  a  particular  school,  and  other 
exhibitions  tenable  by  natives  of  the  town.  Can  it  be  supposed 
that  the  Commissioners  are  to  have  power  over  one  set  of  exhi- 
bitions and  not  over  the  other?  When  the  Commissioners  are 
dealing  with  exhibitions  they  must  consider  the  boy  as  having  left 
the  school,  and  must  so  deal  with  the  exhibitions  as  to  employ  them 
to  the  best  efiect  for  the  purposes  of  education. 

I  agree  entirely  with  the  Vice-Chancellor  in  not  finding  any 
such  restriction  on  the  words  '^  educational  endowment^"  and  iui 
thinking  that  the  words  must  be  taken  in  their  large  and  general 
sense,  and  that  they  are  intended  to  apply  to  exhibitions  held  by 
persons  who  are  sent  to  the  university  to  be  educated. 

That  being  the  construction  which  we  put  upon  the  5th  section, 
I  will  now  consider  the  restrictions  imposed  by  the  4th  sub-section 
of  the  14th  section  of  the  Act  On  this  it  was  argued  that  Wales 
and  Monmouih  were  not  a  district  within  the  meaning  of  that 
sub-section. 

Now  the  founder  confined  his  exhibitions  to  the  six  counties  of 
North  WdleSf  and  it  has  been  hardly  argued  that  those  six  counties 
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would  not  be  a  district  within  any  possible  construction  of  the  Act. 
But  subsequently,  and  before  the  passing  of  this  Act,  by  the  opera- 
tion of  the  powers  of  the  University  Commissioners^  this  restriction 
was  enlarged,  and  all  the  counties  of  Wales  and  Monmouthshire 
were  included,  as  districts  from  which  the  persons  might  come  who 
were  to  have  the  benefit  of  these  particular  exhibitions,  and  there- 
upon it  was  argued  that  the  exhibitions  could  not  be  said  to  be 
confined  to  a  district     But  no  definition  of  a  district  as  applied  to 
this  Act  has  been  suggested  to  support  such  an  argument.   I  appre- 
hend that  the  rule  intended  to  be  introduced  was,  that  whereTer 
there  is  a  restriction  the  Commissioners  are  to  haye  power,  and 
that  whether  the  restriction  is  to  a  school  or  to  a  district.     Some 
extravagant  cases  were  hinted  at,  but  they  are  not  likely  to  occur ; 
and  in  the  not  uncommon  restrictions  of  **  north  of  the   Trent  *' 
and  ** south  of  the  Trent"  no  one  could  doubt  that  these  are  re- 
strictions to  a  district.    So  again,  if  an  exhibition  was  restricted  to 
natiyes  of  Yorkshire,  which  is  nearly  as  large  as   Wales,  and  of 
which  the  population  is  much  greater,  that  would  in  the  same  way 
be  a  district.     Within  the  meaning  of  this  Act  a  district  means 
something  different  from  England  and  Wales,  which  forms  the 
whole  area  with  which  the  Act  deals,  for  it  excludes  Ireland  and 
Scotland;  and  any  portion  of  that  area  is  a  district. 

An  argument  may  no  doubt  be  founded  on  the  improbability, 
in  the  first  place — a  prima  facie  improbability — of  an  Act  of  this 
kind  dealing  with  the  institutions  of  the  university  after  the  Oxford 
University  Act,  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  81,  had  been  passed,  which  estab- 
lished another  body,  and  gave  them  power  to  deal  with  and  regulate 
this  particular  charity,  so  that  the  jurisdiction  of  these  Commis- 
sioners does  in  some  degree  appear  to  overlap  the  jurisdiction 
which  had  been  conferred  upon  another  body.  But  that  argument 
fails  when  we  consider  the  4th  sub-section  of  the  14th  section, 
which  requires  in  some  cases  the  assent  of  the  college,  which 
would  be  idle  if  the  power  did  not  exist  on  which  the  restraint 
was  placed. 

I  think  that  the  more  every  section  and  sub-section  of  the  Act 
is  considered,  the  more  clearly  it  will  be  found  that  the  scheme  of 
the  Act  is  to  confer  extremely  extensive  powers,  fettered  and 
restricted  only  in  particular  cases,  and  that  this  Court  is  not  at 
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L.  0.  _  liberty  to  impose  any  additional  fetters  or  restrictions.  There- 
fore it  appears  to  me  that  the  conclusion  nvhich  the  Yice-Chan- 
cellor  has  come  to  is  perfectly  correct^  and  that  this  particular 

In  re       endowment  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commissioners  ap- 

Fund.      pointed  by  the  Act. 

Sib  W.  M.  James,  L.  J. : — 

I  am  of  the  sa^ne  opinion.  I  desire  to  be  understood  as  adopt- 
ing and  repeating  every  word  of  the  judgment  of  the  Vice-Chan- 
cellor, in  the  Court  below. 

Sir  G.  Mellish,  L.J.y  concurred. 

9 

Solicitors  for  the  Commissioners  :  Messrs.  Farrer,  Ouvry,  db  Co, 
Solicitor  for  the  College :  Mr.  JP.  C.  Clarke. 
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VERPOOL  MARINE  CREDIT  COMPANY  v.  WILSON.        ^  J^- 

1872 

^^ortgage  of  Sh  ip — Lien  on  Freight — Mortgagee  in  Possession —  Priority —  Tacking  "^^ 

—Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1854  (17  <fc  18  Vict.  c.  104),  m.  67-70.  mSTt^t 


May  7,  27. 


The  first  registered  mortgagee  of  a  ship,  by  taking  possession  of  her  before 
tlie  freight  is  completely  earned,  obtains  a  legal  right  to  receive  the  freight, 
and  to  retain  thereout  not  only  what  is  due  on  his  first  mortgage,  but  also 
tlie  amount  of  any  subsequent  charge  which  he  may  have  acquired  on  the 
freight,  in  priority  to  every  equitable  charge  of  which  he  had  no  notice ;  and 
it  makes  no  difference  that  a  subsequent  incumbrancer  was  the  first  to  give 
notice  to  the  charterers  of  his  charge  on  the  freight 

3^  QIS  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  Mr.  LttUe,  Q.C.,  the 
Vice-chancellor  of  the  Duchy  Court  of  Lanecuier. 

On  the  5th  of  October,  1868,  the  Plaintiffs  lent  Messrs.  SaOer- 
Jield  <fe  JPoor,  of  Liverpool,  the  owners  of  the  British  ship  Donna 
Jifaria,  the  sum  of  £2500  upon  the  security  of  a  mortgage  of  the 
«liip ;  and  the  mortgage  was  registered  on  the  following  day. 

On  the  7th  of  October,  1868,  the  owners  executed  a  second 
mortgage  of  the  ship  to  the  Defendants,  Messrs.  WHion  &  Co,,  to 
Becure  the  payment  of  sums  due  from  the  owners  on  a  current 
account.    This  mortgage  was  registered  on  the  19th  of  October. 

On  the  24th  of  October,  1868,  the  owners  signed  a  letter,  by 
which  they  gave  Messrs.  Leech  db  Co.a  lien  on  the  accruing  freight 
for  £800,  which  they  had  borrowed  for  the  purpose  of  effecting 
policies  of  insurance  on  the  ship  and  freight ;  and  on  the  same 
^ay  the  Plaintiffs  signed  a  written  consent  to  this  advance  having 
priority  over  their  own  mortgage. 

On  the  3rd  of  November,  1868,  the  owners  gave  the  Defendants, 
Messrs.  Wilson  dt  Co.,  a  lien  on  the  accruing  freight  as  an  addition&l 
security  for  their  mortgage  debt. 

On  the  11th  of  August,  1869,  the  Plaintiffs,  without  notice  of 
the  last-mentioned  charge,  advanced  a  further  sum  of  £1000  to 
the  owners  on  the  security  of  a  mortgage  (among  other  things)  of 
the  Lonna  Maria,  and  all  freight  thereof  then  already  earned,  or 
^hich  should  at  any  time  thereafter  be  earned  nnder  any  charter- 
party  then  already  entered  into,  or  which  should  at  any  time  there- 
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after  be  entered  into  during  the  continuance  of  the  security.     This 
mortgage  was  not  registered. 

On  the  18th  of  January,  1869,  Messrs.  Leech  &  Co.  gave  notice  of 
their  charge  to  the  charterers  of  the  ship.  On  the  9th  of  February^ 
1870,  Messrs.  Wilson  &  Co,  gave  notice  to  the  charterers  of 
their  charge  on  the  freight;  and  on  the  28th  of  February,  1870, 
the  Plaintiffs  gave  notice  to  the  charterers  that,  subject  to  Messrs^ 
Leeeh  &  CoJs  charge,  they  were  entitled  to  all  the  freight  payable 
under  the  charterparty. 

The  ship  put  into  Qu^eenstown  on  her  homeward  voyage  in 
April,  1870 ;  and  on  her  arrival  there  she  was  taken  possession  of 
by  the  Flaintifis,']  and  was  subsequently  sold  by  arrangement 
between  the  parties. 

The  net  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  ship  amounted  to  £2633  17s., 
and  the  freight  realised  £2123  6d.  4eZ.,  which  last-mentioned  sum 
was  paid  to  the  brokers,  Messrs.  Bucker  dt  Co.,  as  trustees  for  the 
persons  entitled. 

The  net  proceeds  of  the  sale  being  insufficient  to  pay  to  the 
Flaintifib  the  amount  due  for  principal  and  interest  in  respect  of 
their  registered  mortgage,  they  claimed  to  retain  the  balance  out 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  freight,  subject  to  the  payment  of  £80& 
to  Messrs.  Leech  dk  Co. ;  and  they  also  claimed  to  tack  the  sum 
due  on  their  mortgage  of  the  11th  of  August,  1869,  to  their 
first  mortgage,  and  to  retain  the  same  out  of  the  freight  in 
priority  to  the  charge  of  the  Defendants,  Messrs.  Wikon  &  Co. 
They  accordingly  filed  the  present  bill  to  estabb'sh  their  elaim» 
The  Vice-Chancellor  declared  that  the  Plaintiffs,  by  virtue  of 
the  possession  taken  by  them  of  the  ship,  became  entitled  as^ 
first  mortgagees  to  receive  the  freight,  subject  to  the  charge  of 
£800  in  favour  of  Messrs.  Leech  &  Co.,  in  priority  to  the  Defen* 
dants,  Messrs.  Wibon  dt  Co.;  but  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  not 
entitled  to  tack  what  was  due  to  them  on  the  mortgage  of  the 
11th  of  August,  1869.  From  this  decision  both  the  Plaintiffs  and 
the  Defendants  appealed. 


Mr.  Pearson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Marten,  for  the  Defendants: — 

We  object  to  the  decree  because  it  has  given  Messrs.  Leech  dt 
Co.  priority  to  us  in  respect  of  their  advance  of  £800 ;  although 
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we  support  the  decree,  in  so  far  as  it  refuses  the  Plaintiffs  the 
right  to  tack  their  second  mortgage  against  oar  charge  on  the 
freight.  We  never  consented  to  Messrs.  Leech  <&  Co.  having  pri- 
ority over  US,  and  we  did  all  we  conid  to  perfect  our  secarity  bj 
giving  notice  to  the  charterers,  which  had  the  same  effect  as  taking 
possession  of  the  ship :  Busden  v.  Pope  (1).  The  principle  of  the 
MercJiafU  Shipping  Act,  1854,  is  that  the  right  to  the  freight  fol- 
lows the  right  to  the  ship ;  therefore  the  priority  of  claim  to  the 
freight  depends  npon  the  priority  of  the  registered  mortgages : 
CcUo  V.  Irving  (2).  The  object  of  the  registry  clauses  of  the 
MereJumi  Shipping  Ads  is»  that  a  person  before  he  advances  money 
on  a  ship  may  know  what  are  the  existing  charges.  The  Plaintiffs 
can  only  take  the  freight  in  their  capacity  of  first  mortgagees  ; 
and  when  the  first  mortgage  is  satisfied,  the  right  of  the  second 
registered  mortgagees  accrues. 

[They  also  referred    to  Brown  v.   Tanner  (3),    Gardner  v. 

Cazenove  (4),  Parr  v.  Applebee  (5),   and  17  &  18  Vict  c.  104^ 

8.70.] 

Mr.  Bobinsan,  and  Mr.  Tate  Lee,  for  the  Plaintiffs : — 

A  mortgagee  of  a  ship  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  freight  unless 
he  takes  possession.  When  we  took  possession  of  the  ship  we 
acquired  a  legal  title  to  the  freight,  and  the  notice  which  the 
Defendants  gave  to  the  charterers  is  immateriaL  Having  the  legal 
right  to  the  freight,  it  cannot  be  taken  from  ns  till  all  our  debt  ia 
paid«  The  sum  of  £800  advanced  with  onr  consent  towards  the 
insurance  of  the  ship  is  on  the  same  footing  as  money  advanced  hy 
ourselves.  If  we  had  advanced  the  sum  of  £1000  in  August^ 
1869,  with  notice  of  the  Defendants'  charge,  we  might  not  have 
been  able  to  tack  it  to  our  first  mortgage ;  but  we  had  no  notice 
of  the  charge. 

[They  referred  to  17  &  18  Vict  c.  104,  s.  68 ;  and  the  25  «? 
26  Vict  c.  63,  s.  3.] 

Mr.  Bardswdl,  and  Mr.  F.  Thompson,  for  Messrs.  Bueker  &  Co. 
Mr.  Pearson,  in  reply. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  3  Ex.  269.  (3)  Law  Rep.  3  Clu  597. 

(2)  5  De  G.  &  Sm.  210,  224.  (4;  1  H.  &  N.  423. 

(6)  7  D.  M.  &  G.  585. 
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L.  JJ.  May  27.    Sir  W.  M.  James,  L.  J.,  deliveied  the  judgment  of  the 

1872       Court  as  follows : — 


LivKBPooL  The  questions  in  this  case  are  as  to  the  relative  rights  of  a  fir^t 
Crbdit  Co.  and  second  mortgagee  of  a  ship  in  respect  of  the  freight,  each  of 
WiLBON.  *^®  mortgagees  having  taken  specific  charges  on  such  freight,  and 
the  first  mortgagee  having  taken  actual  possession  of  the  ship  be- 
fore it  reached  its  port  of  discharge.  The  facts  may  be  shortly 
summarised  thus :  The  Plaintiffs  are  the  first  registered  mortgagees 
of  the  ship,  their  mortgage  being  for  a  sum  specified,  the  principal 
Defendants  being  the  second  registered  mortgagees  also  for  a  sum 
specified.  The  second  mortgagees  then  advance  money  on  the 
security  of  an  express  charge  on  the  freight  then  in  course  of 
earning,  and  completed  their  title  by  giving  to  the  charterers  notice 
in  writing  of  their  charge.  In  the  meantime  the  mortgagor  is  in 
want  of  money  to  efiect  an  insurance  on  the  ship  and  freight,  and 
borrows  and  applies  £800  for  that  purpose,  giving  the  lenders  a 
charge  on  the  freight,  which  the  first  Inortgagees,  in  writing,  agree 
shall  be  the  prior  charge  thereon.  The  first  mortgagees  after- 
wards obtain  a  further  express  charge  on  both  ship  and  freight  It 
is  not  contended  that  the  first  mortgagees  had  any  notice,  actual 
or  constructive,  of  the  charge  on  the  freight  which  the  second 
mortgagees  had  obtained,  or  that  they  had  any  actual  notice  of  the 
second  mortgage  itself.  The  first  mortgagees  took  actual  posses- 
sion of  the  ship,  and  thereby  became  undoubtedly  entitled  at  law 
as  well  as  in  equity  to  receive  the  freight.  The  ship  was  sold,  and 
the  produce  was  not  sufficient  to  dischai^e  the  first  mortgage.  It 
is  not  denied,  on  behalf  of  the  second  mortgagees  that  to  the 
extent  required  for  the  discharge  of  the  fijrst  registered  mortgage 
the  sale  money  of  the  ship  and  the  freight  are  to  be  so  applied.  But 
they  contend  that  the  sale  money  and  freight,  being  received  by 
the  first  mortgagees  in  that  character,  must  be  considered  and  ap- 
plied as  one  fund  in  discharge  of  the  first  mortgage,  and  that  the 
balance  ought  to  go  to  the  second  mortgagees  in  discharge  of  the 
second  registered  mortgage.  The  first  mortgagees,  on  the  other 
hand,  contend  that  the  second  mortgagees  have  no  right  or  equity 
against  them  in  respect  of  this  application  of  the  freight  which 
they  have  possessed  themselves  of  by  a  legal  title. 
It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  Merchant  Shipping  Ad  nowhere  deals 
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^th  chaises  on  freight.  They  were  long  before  the  passing  of  the 
Act  securities  well  known  in  the  shipping  world,  and  of  ordinary 
occurrence.  And  the  right  of  a  mortgagee  in  respect  of  freight  had 
also  been  long  settled  and  well  recognised.  But  it  was  not  thought 
fit  to  provide  by  that  Act  either  with  respect  to  the  priorities  of 
charges  on  freight,  or  with  respect  to  the  rights  of  mortgagees  to 
freight.     These  were  left  to  be  dealt  with  according  to  the  ordi- 
nary principles  of  law  and  equity,  and  the  rules  and  doctrines 
established  by  the  decisions  of  the  Courts.    Now,  the  right  of  the 
mortgagee  in  respect  of  freight  was  well  established  and  dear,  but 
somewhat  peculiar.     He  had  no  absolute  right  to  the  freight  as  an 
incident  to  his  mortgage ;  he  could  not  intercept  the  freight  by 
giTing  notice  to  the  charterer  before  payment ;  but  if  he  took 
actual  possession,  or,  according  to  a  recent  decision  in  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  if  he  took  constructive  possession  of  the  ship  before 
th-e  freight  was  actually  earned,  he  thus  became  entitled  to  the 
freight  as  an  incident  of  his  legal  possessory  right,  just  as  a  mort- 
gage of  land  taking  actual  possession  of  the  land  before  severance 
of  the  growing  crops  would  have  the  right  to  sever  and  take  the 
crops. 

What  is  the  position  of  a  second  mortgagee  of  a  ship  with  re* 
spect  to  the  freight  ?    He  has  no  legal  right  to  take  actual  posses- 
sion, and  cannot  therefore  by  his  own  act  give  himself  that  which  is 
equivalent  to  possession.     But  as  between  himself  and  the  mort- 
gagor the  equitable  right  of  the  second  mortgagee  is  the  same  as 
the  legal  right  of  the  first  mortgagee,  just  as  in  the  case  of  land,  if 
the  first  mortgagee  declines  to  take  possession  the  second  mortgagee 
may  obtain  a  receiver,  and  so  have  the  possession  and  the  benefits 
of  the  possessory  right.    But  this  is  to  be  understood  only  as  be- 
tween the  second  mortgagee  and  the  mortgagor.    As  regards  the 
intervening  incumbrances,  interests,  and  titles  of  every  kind  not 
requiring  registration,  the  respective  positions  of  the  first  and 
second  mortgagees  are  essentially  different,  arising  from  the  essen* 
tial  difference  between  a  legal  and  an  equitable  title.    The  legal 
owner's  right  is  paramount  to  every  equitable  charge  not  affecting 
his  own  conscience ;  the  equitable  owner,  in  the  absence  of  special 
circumstances,  takes  subject  to  all  equities  prior  in  date  to  his  own 
estate  or  charge.    The  Courts  of  Equity,  in  appointing  a  receiver 
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L.  JJ.      at  the  instance  of  an  equitable  incumbrancer,  take  possession  in 
*1872        fact  on  behalf  of  all,  and  so  as  not  to  disturb  any  legal  right  or 
Lttbbpool    interfere  with  equitable  priorities. 

Cax^Oo^  ^^  there  be  a  legal  mortgage  of  a  ship,  then  a  charge  on  the 
^*  ^  freight,  then  a  second  mortgage  of  the  ship,  the  second  mortgagee 
«—  of  the  ship  cannot  by  any  act  of  his  oust  the  incumbrance  on  the 
freight.  And  if  the  first  mortgagee  of  the  ship  takes,  under  these  cir- 
cumstances possession  of  the  ship,  his  possession  cannot  be  allowed 
to  alter  the  equities  of  the  parties.  He  takes  both  ship  and  freight 
by  the  same  title ;  and  there  being  one  equitable  owner  of  the  ship, 
and  another  equitable  owner  of  the  freight,  as  between  those  equi- 
table owners  his  charge  must  be  considered  as  satisfied  pro  raid, 
just  as  if  there  was  a  first  mortgage  on  Whiteacre  and  Blackacre 
belonging,  subject  to  that  mortgage,  to  several  owners. 

A  due  consideration  of  the  same  principles  shews  how  is  to  be 
solved  the  question  before  us,  and  the  right  of  a  legal  first  mort- 
gagee in  possession,  being  at  the  same  time  a  puisne  incumbrancer 
without  notice  on  the  freight.  He  has  the  paramount  legal  title, 
there  is  nothing  to  affect  his  conscience,  and  we  are  unable  to  find 
either  on  principle  or  authority  any  sound  distinction  between  his 
case  and  that  of  the  legal  mortgagee  of  any  other  kind  of  property 
who  has  made  farther  advances  on  the  property  itself,  or  on  the 
timber  or  growing  crops,  without  notice  of  intervening  equitable 
charges  or  interests. 

Having  arrived  at  this  conclusion,  it  is  not  necessary  to  deal 
with  the  special  circumstances  affecting  the  £800  advanced  for  in- 
suring the  ship.  We  intimated,  in  the  course  of  the  ailment, 
our  opinion  that  that  sum  must  be  considered  as  if  it  had  been 
advanced  by  the  first  mortgagees  themselves.  We  agree  with  the 
Yice-Chancellor's  decision  as  to  that  sum.  But  we  go  further  than 
he  did,  and  hold  that  the  first  mortgagees  are  entitled  to  priority 
in  respect  of  the  whole  of  their  charge  on  the  freight,  adding 
thereto  their  costs  of  suit,  including  their  costs  of  the  appeal  and  the 
costs  which  they  will  have,  in  the  first  place,  to  pay  to  the  person 
in  whose  fiivour  the  charge  for  the  £800  insurance  money  was 
paid.  If  there  should  be  any  surplus,  the  surplus  will  go  to  the 
second  mortgagees ;  if  there  should  not  be  enough  to  pay  the  first 
incumbrancers  as  well  as  the  costs,  the  deficiency  to  answer  the 
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costs  must  be  borne  by  the  second  mortgagees,  whose  contention       L.  J  J. 
has  led  to  the  suit.  1872 


Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiffa :  Messrs.  Chester  &  Urquhari,  agents 
for  Mr.  J.  E.  E.  GUl^  Liverpool. 

Solicitors  for  the  Defendants :  Messrs.  Thomas  dt  Hottatns. 


BETTS  V.  CLEAVER. 

[1865    B.    217.] 
Co8t9 — Taxation — Thrte  Coun&d^Perusing  Affidavits. 

Where  a  leader  has  been  employed  in  a  salt  but  not  retained,  the  costs  of 
employing  him  as  third  counsel  at  the  hearing  will  not  be  allowed  as  between 
party  and  party,  although  the  junior  counsel  who  drew  the  pleadings  has 
before  the  hearing  been  called  within  the  Bar. 

Cousem  v.  Cousens  (1)  observed  upon. 

A  similar  affidavit  was  filed  by  the  Plaintiff  in  each  of  several  suits.  The 
solicitor  for  the  Defendants  took  an  office  copy  of  the  affidavit  in  one  suit 
only,  and  examined  at  the  Record  Office  the  affidavits  in  the  other  suits : — 

llddj  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  charge  for  perusing  the  affidavits  in  the 
other  suits. 

Decision  pf  Bctcon^  V.C.,  reversed. 

The  Plaintiff  filed  the  bill  in  this  snit  to  restrain  the  infringe- 
ment of  his  patent,  and  he  filed  fourteen  similar  bills  against  other 
Defendants.  The  Defendants  all  appeared  by  the  same  solicitor, 
and  it  was  arranged  that  the  questions  should  all  be  raised  in  this 
snit  alone.     The  bill  in  this  suit  was  dismissed  with  costs  on  the 

29th  of  June,  1870. 

On  the  taxation  of  costs  the  solicitor  for  the  Defendants  claimed 
to  be  allowed  the  costs  of  briefs  and  fees  on  the  hearing  for  three 
counsel,  Mr.  Kay^  Q.C.,  Mr.  Eddis,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  LangUy.  Mr. 
JEddw  had  as  junior  drawn  the  answer  and  advised  the  Defendant ; 
but  before  the  suit  came  to  a  hearing  Mr.  Eddi9  was  called  within 
the  Bar.  Mr.  Kay  had  not  been  regularly  retaiiled,  but  he  had 
been  employed  with  Mr.  Eddis  on  a  motion,  the  order  in  which 
was  taken  by  consent,  that  the  cross-examination  of  the  Plaintiff 

(1)  Law  Rep.  7  Oh  48. 
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in  one  suit  should  be  used  in  all  the  suits.  The  Taxing  Master^ 
Mr.  SkirraWy  disallowed  the  costs  of  the  brief  and  the  fee  for 
Mr.  Kay, 

The  Plaintiff  had  filed  in  each  suit  an  affidavit  of  documents^ 
which  was  stated  to  have  been  on  a  lithographed  form,  and  Lis 
solicitor  informed  the  solicitor  of  the  Defendants  that  it  was  so, 
and  offered  him  copies.  The  Defendants'  solicitor  took  an  office- 
copy  of  the  affidavit  in  one  of  the  suits.  He  also  attended  at  the 
Becord  Office,  and  found  that  the  affidavits  in  the  other  suits  cor- 
responded word  for  word.  He,  therefore,  did  not  take  any  other 
copies,  but  he  charged  in  each  suit  £5  10s,  8d.  for  perusing  the 
affidavit,  being  at  the  rate  of  Ad,  a  folio,  as  under  the  Begula- 
tions  of  Hilary  Term,  1860.  This  charge  was  disallowed  by  the 
Taxing  Master. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  Bacon,  upon  a  summons  to  review  the 
Taxing  Master's  certificate,  ordered  it  to  be  referred  back  to  the 
Taxing  Master,  with  directions  to  allow  the  charges  (1).  Through 
some  mistake,  apparently,  no  one  appeared  for  the  Plaintiff  upon 
the  hearing  of  this  summons. 

The  Plaintiff  now  moved  by  way  of  appeal  to  discharge  the 
order  of  the  Vice-Ohancellor. 


(1)  1872.  Mar.  16.  Sib  J.  Bacon, 
y.C.  said  that  as  to  the  first  objec- 
tion he  should  have  thought  that  the 
Schedule  to  the  Regulations  of  1860 
was  a  sufficient  authority,  as  it  said 
that  4d.  a  folio  should  be  allowed  to  a 
solicitor  for  perusing  an  affidayit  The 
solicitor  in  this  case  did  peruse  the 
affidavit  by  going  to  the  Record  Office 
and  perusing  the  copy  which  had  been 
filed.  There  was  nothing  in  the  Orders 
which  said  that  a  solicitor  must  take  a 
copy  before  he  could  charge  for  perus- 
ing. His  Honour  must  therefore  over- 
rule the  Taxing  Master  in  disallowing 
the  sum  charged. 

As  to  the  other  objection,  what  was 
the  meaning  of  the  word  "retainer" 
as  used  in  the  judgment  in  Cousens  v. 
Couaens  (Law  Rep.  7  Ch.  48),  His 
Honour  did  not  understand  it  to  be 


limited  to  the  case  where  a  paper  with 
a  guinea  was  delivered;  His  Honour 
thought  that  the  Lord  Justice  meant 
by  "retained'*  "engaged"  or  "em- 
ployed" in  the  course  of  the  case,  and 
as  Mr.  Kay  had  been  so  employed. 
His  Honour  was  relieved  from  alt 
difficulty,  and  was  glad  to  follow  the 
decision  of  Lord  Justice  James.  It 
would  be  in  the  highest  degree  un- 
reasonable that  because  the  counsel 
who  had  drawn  the  pleadings  and  had 
advised,  happened  to  be  called  within 
the  Bar,  therefore  the  client  was  to  be 
left  without  his  assistance.  The  rule 
that  there  must  not  be  more  than  two 
counsel  was  well  understood,  and  must 
be  acted  upon;  but  the  present  case 
was  an  exception,  founded  upon  rational 
principles  and  justice. 
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Mr.  8waiMton^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Everitt,  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

Where  a  third  counsel  is  allowed  the  cause  must  be  heavy,  and 
there  must  be  a  regular  retainer.  Here  there  was  no  retainer,  and 
the  motion  on  which  Mr.  Kay  was  employed  could  not  have  given 
him  such  a  knowledge  of  the  case  as  to  make  it  necessary  to 
employ  him  in  all  the  subsequent  proceedings.  As  to  the  charge 
for  perusing,  the  solicitor  does  not  pretend  to  say  that  he  did 
really  peruse  these  affidavits. 

Mr.  Kay^  Q-C.,  Mr.  Eddis,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Langley,  for  the 
Defendants : —  • 

As  to  the  third  counsel,  it  is  admitted  that  if  he  had  been  re- 
tained his  costs  would  be  allowed  :  Cousens  v.  Cousens  (1 ) ;  and  the 
giving  the  piece  of  paper  called  a  retainer  cannot  make  any  diffe- 
irence.     If  a  counsel  has  been  once  engaged  in  a  case  the  client 
ought  to  be  allowed  to  keep  him  and  not  be  obliged  to  give  the 
at  her  side  an  opportunity  of  availing  themselves  of  any  knowledge 
he  may  have  acquired.    At  all  events,  the  costs  of  the  leading 
counsel  must  be  allowed,  for  it  is  the  costs  of  the  third  which  have 
always  been  the  subject  of  dispute.     In  Beits  v.  Clifford  (2)  the 
brief  to  a  common  law  barrister  was  allowed,  because  he  had  been 
engaged  in  the  action  at  law.     The  suitor  must  have  a  junior 
counsel,  and  if  his  original  junior  counsel  is  called  within  the  Bar, 
the  suitor  must  prevent  him  from  being  employed  on  the  other 

side. 

As  to  the  perusal,  the  solicitor  did,  for  all  practical  purposes, 
peruse  the  affidavits.  If  he  had  taken  the  office  copies  his  costs 
of  perusal  must  have  been  allowed  as  a  matter  of  course,  and  it  is 
very  hard  that  because  he  saved  the  Plaintiff  the  expense  of  the 
office  copies,  he  should  not  be  paid  for  the  trouble  he  took. 

Sir  W.  M.  James,  L.J.  :— 

There  are  two  points  involved  in  this  case.  The  first  point  is, 
whether  the  Taxing  Master  has  taken  a  right  view  of  what  was 
decided  in  Cousens  v.  Cousens,  as  to  the  circumstances  under  which 
a  third  counsel  is  to  be  allowed. 
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L.  JJ.         In  that  case  of  Oousens  ▼.  Cawena  (1),  the  Lord  Justice  and  myself 

1872       affirmed  the  decision  of  the  Yice-Chancellor,  affirming  the  decision 

BiTTB       of  the  Taxing  Master.     We  thought  that  in  that  particular  case^ 

Qi^^j^    ^Eind  under  special  circumstances,  a  Defendant  was  obUged  to  pay 

for  three  counsel.    But  from  the  arguments  addressed  to  us  to-day 

I  rather  think  that  we  must  have  gone  too  far  in  CouMnsr.  Cousensi 
If  that  case  is  to  govern  this  case,  then  it  ought  not  to  be  held  as 
laying  down  a  rule,  which,  according  to  the  argument,  is  simply 
that  because  one  of  the  counsel  has  been  called  within  the  Bar 
there  may  always  be  a  third  counsel  allowed.  If  that  is  to  be  an 
exceptional  circumstance,  everything  is  to  be  an  exceptional  cir- 
cumstance— anything  would,  in  fact,  bring  it  within  the  rule.  I 
think,  therefore,  that  the  Taxing  Master  was  quite  right  in  hold- 
ing that  this  case  was  not  brought  within  Qmsena  v.  Couaens. 

I  ought  to  say  that  where  there  has  been  a  sort  of  moral  obliga- 
tion created  by  giving  a  retainer,  that  obligation  should  not  be 
disregarded.  That  principle  was  acted  upon  by  the  Yice-Chanoellor 
and  the  Taxing  Master  in  Cousens  v.  Cousem. 

The  other  point  is  with  regard  to  the  fees  for  perusing  the  affi- 
davit of  documents  in  each  case.  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  was 
in  fact  no  perusal  within  the  meaning  of  the  rule.  When  it  is  said 
that  the  solicitor  is  to  have  a  fee  of  fourpence  per  folio  for  perusing, 
that  means  fourpence  per  folio  for  that  professional  consideration 
which  is.  required  to  determine  what  step  ought  to  be  taken  for  the 
client — whether  the  affidavit  requires  answering,  or  excepting  to  as 
an  unsatisfactory  affidavit  of  documents.  Now  in  this  case  there 
were  a  great  number  of  Defendants,  all  of  them  appearing  by  tho 
same  attorney,  and  all  in  respect  to  the  same  kind  of  infringement 
The  solicitor  was  told  that  the  affidavit  of  documents  was  the  same 
in  every  case,  as  of  course  it  would  be,  and  no  solicitor  could  have 
the  slightest  doubt  that  it  would  be  so ;  in  fact  the  affidavits  were 
lithographed.  The  solicitor  says  he  was  not  bound  to  take  that 
statement,  and  he  went  to  the  Becord  Office  to  see  if  the  affidavits 
were  the  same.  But  that  is  not  perusing  the  affidavits ;  it  is  only 
verifying  the  fact  that  the  one  was  a  copy  of  the  other,  just  as  if 
they  had  been  so  many  copies  of  a  published  book.  I  am  of 
opinion,  therefore,  that  the  Taxing  Master  was  quite  right,  and  that ' 
there  was  no  perusaL 

(1)  Law  Rep.  7  Ch.  48. 
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I  am  told  that  if  that  is  to  be  the  rule,  then  the  solicitor  will  in 
every  case  take  office  copies ;  but  I  think  that  solicitors  probably 
will  not  incur  such  needless  expense  when  they  have  half-a*dozen 
clients.  They  will  think  it  not  right  to  incur  expense  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  an  opportunity  of  making  a  charge.  I  hope 
that  solicitors — respectable  solicitors — will  not  be  actuated  by  any 
such  motive^  and  will  not  in  such  a  case  take  office  copies,  notwith- 
standing the  decision  that  there  is  to  be  no  charge  for  the  perusal. 
The  order  of  the  Yice-Chancellor  will  therefore  be  discharged,  and 
the  taxation  will  remain  as  it  was ;  but  as  the  Plaintiff  did  not 
appear  in  the  Court  below,  there  will  be  no  costs  on  either  side. 

Sib  G.  Mellish,  L.J.,  concurred. 

Solicitors:  Messrs.  Bobtnsan,  Son,  &  Edmonds;  Messrs.  Flusi 
dtCo. 
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LUCAS  V.  SIGGERS. 

[1871    L.    98.] 

GRAY  V.  SIGGERS. 

[1872    G.    33.] 
Pi-act  ice — Ccncurrent  SuiU — Transfer — CostB. 

When  a  bill  has  heen  filed  in  one  brancli  of  the  Court,  and  a  second  bill 
relating  to  the  same  estate  has  been  filed  in  another  branch,  the  second  suit, 
even  when  a  decree  in  it  has  been  obtained,  will  be  transferred  to  the  branch 
of  the  Court  in  which  the  first  bill  was  filed,  and  the  Piaintifis  in  the  second 
suit  will  pay  the  costs  of  the  application  for  transfer. 

By  the  will  of  James  Siggers,  Martha  Siggers  and  C.  Tompkins 
were  appointed  executors.  The  grant  of  probate  of  the  vrill  was 
disputed,  and  on  the  21st  of  June,  1871,  Marthi  Lucas,  and  M.  M. 
Gray  and  J.  8.  Gray,  two  infants,  suing  by  their  next  friend,  filed 
a  bill  in  the  Court  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  Malins  against  Martha 
Siggers  and  C.  Tompkins,  the  executors,  and  A.  Lucas,  as  Defen- 
dants. The  bill  contained  allegations  which  shewed  the  Plaintiffs 
to  have  an  interest  in  the  estate  in  the  event  of  the  will  being  in- 
valid (which  allegations  appeared  to  be  incorrect),  and  prayed  a 
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reoeiyer  and  injunctioii  pendente  lUe^  and  prayed  for  administration 
of  the  estate  of  James  Siffgers, 

On  the  10th  of  February,  1872,  ptobate  of  the  will  of  Jamei 
Siggers  was  granted  toJlfar^  SiggerseLud  0.  Tompkins,  the  execa- 
tors ;  and  on  the  14th  of  February,  1872,  the  in&nts,  If.  JIf.  Chray 
and  J.  8.  Gray,  who  took  interests  under  the  will,  filed  a  bill 
(Gray  v.  Siggers),  by  another  next  friend,  in  the  Court  of  the 
Master  of  the  Bolls,  against  the  executors  as  Defendants,  for 
administration  of  the  estate  of  James  Siggers  ;  and  on  the  17th  of 
February  a  decree  in  this  suit  was  obtained. 

On  the  15th  of  March  Mr.  Gardiner,  for  the  executors,  moved  in 
hucas  V.  Siggers,  the  first  suit,  that  it  might  be  transferred  to  the 
Court  of  the  Master  of  the  Soils. 

Mr.  Fry,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Rawlinson,  for  the  Flaintifis  in  Zimm  t. 
Siggers,  the  first  suit,  cited  OrreU  v.  Bwch  (1). 

Theib  Lordships  said  that  in  all  cases  where  there  were  two  suits 
relating  to  the  same  estate,  they  should  follow  the  rule  that,  whether 
a  decree  had  or  had  not  been  obtained  in  the  second  suit,  the 
second  suit  should  be  transferred  to  the  Court  in  which  the  first  suit 
was.  And  after  some  discussion  their  Lordships  said,  that  the 
Plaintiffs  in  the  second  suit  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  application, 
as  they  were  aware  of  the  institution  of  the  first  suit. 


There  was,  however,  a  difiSculty  in  drawing  up  this  order,  as  the 
Flaintifis  in  the  second  suit  had  not  been  served  with  notice  of  the 
motion ;  and  the  motion  came  on  again,  together  with  a  motion 
made  in  both  suits  by  the  Flaintifis  in  the  first  suit,  that  the  second 
suit  might  be  transferred  to  the  Court  of  the  yice-Chancellor 
Malins. 

Mr.  Fry,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Batolinson,  for  the  Flaintifis  in  the  first 
suit. 

Sir  B.  BaggaUay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Gardiner,  for  the  executors,  said 
that  the  practice  was  different  when  a  decree  had  been  made,  and 
cited  Dofiiar*  Ch.  Fr.  (2). 

(1)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  467,  (2)  4th  Ed.  \\  740. 
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Mr.  SaiUhffcUe,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Simmonds,  for  the  Plaintiffs  in  the 
second  suit,  objected  that  the  first  sait  could  not  have  been  car- 
ried on^  and  that  no  decree  could  be  obtained  in  it.  The  alle- 
gation of  title  could  not  be  proved,  and,  moreoyer,  even  the  title 
alleged  was  displaced  by  the  grant  of  probate. 

SiK  W.  M.  James,  L.J.,  said  that  the  Court  could  not^make  any 
nice  distinctions  as  to  the  nature  of  the  first  suit,  and  would  in  all 
cases  adhere  to  the  rule,  that  when  there  was  an  existing  suit  as  to 
property,  and  a  second  suit  as  to  the  same  property  was  begun  in 
a  different  branch  of  the  Court,  the  second  suit  should  be  trans- 
ferred to  that  branch  of  the  Court  in  which  the  first  suit  was,  and 
the  Plaintiffs  in  the  second  suit  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  appli- 
cation. That  would  be  the  order  made  on  the  second  motion.  The 
first  motion  must  be  refused  with  costs,  as  the  Plaintiffs  in  the 
second  suit  were  not  served  with  notice. 

Sib  G.  Mellisq,  L.J ,  concurred. 

Solicitor  for  the  Plaintiffs  in  Lucaa  v.  Siggers:  Mr.  James 
Mason. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plainti£b  in  Chray  v.  Siggers :  Messrs.  Kynaaton 
db  Oasjuet. 

Solicitors  for  the  Executors :  Messrs.  Nicol  &  Son. 
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Ex  parte  TOOLIIY.    I»r6  RUSSELL. 

Bankruptcy Liquidation  by  Arrangement— Parliament'-Member  of  Borne  <f 

CommonB'^Bankruptcy  Act^  1869,  a.  122. 

The  direction  in  section  122  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  that  if  within 
the  time  therein  mentioned  the  order  of  adjudication  against  a  hanknipt 
member  of  the  House  of  Commons  is  not  annulled  and  his  debU  are  not 
fully  paid  or  satisfied,  the  Court  shall  certify  the  same  to  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Commons,  is  not,  by  sect  125,  sub-sect.  7,  made  applicable  in  the 
case  of  a  member  who  has  not  become  bankrupt  but  whose  afifairs  are  in 
liquidation  imder  Part  6  of  the  Act. 

X  HIS  was  an  appeal  iix)in  an  order  of  Mr.  Eegistrar  Boche^  sitting 
for  the  Chief  Judge. 
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L.  JJ.  On  the  9th  of  March,  1870,  Sir  William  BusseU  presented  his 

1872  petition  for  liquidation  by  arrangement     On  the  7th  of  April  a 

Exparte  ^^^^ing  of  Creditors  was  held,  and  was  adjourned  till  the  28th 

PooLEY.  of  April. 

Ruui^.         ^^  ^^®  ^^^^  ^^  April  Pooley  filed  his  petition  for  adjudication 

against  Sir  W.  Bussell,  and  it  was  appointed  to  be  heard  on  the 

4th  of  May.  On  the  28th  of  April  the  adjourned  meeting  of 
creditors  was  held,  and  again  adjourned  until  the  26th  of  May. 
On  the  4th  of  May  an  order  was  made  restraining  Pociey  from 
further  proceedings  till  the  27th  of  May.  On  the  26th  of  May 
the  creditors  passed  resolutions  that  the  affairs  of  Sir  W.  Bussetl 
should  be  liquidated  by  arrangement — that  his  discharge  should 
be  granted  on  his  paying  to  the  trustee,  within  one  month  after 
registration  of  the  resolutions,  £4000,  and  within  the  same  period 
giving  the  trustee  a  covenant  or  bond  for  payment  of  £5000,  by 
five  equal  yearly  instalments,  the  first  to  be  payable  at  the 
expiration  of  twelve  months  from  the  date;  that  if  default  was 
made  in  payment  of  the  £4000,  any  creditor  might  present  a 
petition  for  adjudication  under  the  Bankrujpicy  Act^  1869,  s.  125,  sub- 
sect.  12,  and  that  the  several  instalments  and  the  £4000  should 
be  applied  as  part  of  the  debtor's  estate,  and  be  in  satisfaction  of 
any  right  to  apply  under  sect.  89  as  to  the  pay  or  half-pay  of  the 
debtor.  These  resolutions  were  registered  on  the  14th  of  June. 
Sir  W.  Bu88€U  was  a  member  of  the  House  of  Commons  at  the 
time  of  filing  his  petition,  and  continued  such.  Pociey  was  a 
creditor  who  had  proved  for  £2500. 

No  dividend  having  been  paid,  Pootey,  on  the  2nd  of  March, 
1872,  gave  notice  of  motion  under  the  Bankruptcy  Ad,  1869,  s.  122, 
for  an  order  that  the  following  facts  might  be  certified  by  the 
Court  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Commons,  viz.,  "  that  the 
said  Sir  W.  BuBseU,  being  a  member  of  the  Commons  House  of 
Parliament,  did,  on  the  9th  day  of  March,  1870,  file  a  petition  in 
the  London  Court  of  Bankruptcy  for  the  liquidation  of  his  affairs 
by  arrangement,  and  that  a  special  resolution  has  been  passed  in 
pursuance  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  declaring  that  his  affairs 
are  to  be  liquidated  by  arrangement,  and  has  been  duly  registered, 
and  that,  although  more  than  one  year  has  elapsed  from  the  date 
of  the  passing  of  the  said  resolution,  the  debts  of  the  creditors 
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-who  proved  debts  under  the  said  proceedings  have  not  been  fixlly  l.  JJ. 
•paid;*  or  that  Podey  might  be  at  liberty  to  proceed  with  his  baiib:—  isn 
ruptcy  petition.  ^  patu 

On  the  26th  of  Mai'ch,  1872,  Mr.  Eegistrar  Boehe  refused 
-application  with  costs.   Pooley  appealed. 

Mr.  SibansUm^  Q.C.9  and  Mr.  Brought  for  the  Appellant : — 

Throughout  the  Bankruptcy  Ad,  until  we  come  to  Part  6,  w 
•relates  to  liquidation  by  arrangement,  there  is  not  a  single  refex'— 
ence  to  liquidation  by  arrangement.    Then  sect.  125,  sub-sect. 
extends  to  liquidation  by  arrangement  the  enactments  relating 
bankruptcy.    The  Begistrar  thought  that  the  122nd  section  wsts 
penal  one,  and  must  be  construed  strictly ;  but  the  Court  has  cotm. 
Btrued   the  reputed  ownership  clause,  which  is  more  penal  in  i^ 

nature,  as  extending  to  liquidation  by  arrangement.     The  statu* 
:34  &  35  Vict  c.  50,  s.  3,  for  disqualifying  bankrupts  from  sitting 

in  the  House  of  Lords,  expressly  includes  liquidation  by  arrange 

ment. 

[The  Lord  Justice  Mellish: — That  does  not  shew  that     ^ 
similar  case  was  provided  for  in  the  earlier  Act.] 

[They    referred    to  In  re  Amherd^a  Trusts  (1)   and  Ex  pare^ 
Bayner  (2).] 

The  Hon.  A.  Thesiger  and  Mr.  UnUatw,  for  Sir  W.  Buss&iZ, 
were  not  called  upon. 

Sib  W.  M.  James,  L.J,  .— 

By  Part  V.  of  the  Bankruptcy  Ad,  1869,  provisions  are  mad« 
M  to  persons  having  privilege  of  Parliament      Sect.  121  pro^ 
vides  that,  if  a  member  of  the  House  of  Commons  is  adjudged 
bankrupt,  he  shall  be  and  remain  during  one  year  from  the  date 
of  the  order  of  adjudication  incapable  of  sitting  and  voting  in  the 
House,  unless  within  that  time  the  order  is  annulled  or  the  ere- 
ditors  fuUy  paid  or  satisfied.     Sect.  122  provides  that  « if  within 
the  time  aforesaid  the  order  of  adjudication  is  not  annulled,  and 
the  debts  of  the  bankrupt  are  not  fully  paid  or  satisfied  as  afore- 
said,  then  the  Court  shall,  immediately  after  the  expuration  of  that 
(I)  Law  Rep.  13  Eq.  464.  (2)  ^^  ««?•  '^  ^h.  825. 
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time,  certify  the  same  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  CommoDs, 
and  thereupon  the  seat  of  sach  member  shall  be  vacant."  That 
section  casts  on  this  Court  a  duty  as  between  this  Court  and  the 
House  of  Commons — a  duty  cast  on  this  Court  ex  officio — and 
whether  it  be  open  or  not  to  any  person  to  come  to  inform  us  of 
the  facts  on  which  the  present  application  is  founded,  the  person 
making  it  has  no  more  business  to  read  us  a  lecture  as  to  how  we 
ought  to  discharge  that  official  duty  than  to  advise  us  as  to  how  we 
ought  to  dispose  of  any  other  case  in  the  paper.  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  Begistrar  was  right  in  refusing  to  certify  anything  whicb 
was  not  within  the  express  terms  of  sect.  122.  It  appears  to  me 
idle  to  contend  that  sect.  125  has  anything  to  do  with  the  consti- 
tutional questions  involved  in  Part  V.  The  sub-sect.  7,  to  which 
we  have  been  referred,  appears  to  me  clearly  to  have  reference 
only  to  the  distribution  of  the  debtor's  property  among  his  cre- 
ditors, and  to  have  no  application  to  a  case  like  the  present.  The 
Begistrar  came  to  a  right  conclusion ;  and  I  trust  that  this  will  be 
the  last  case  in  which  a  stranger  will  come  to  instruct  the  Court 
how  to  discharge  its  official  duties. 

Sir  G.  Mellish,  L. J. : — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  There  is  an  important  difference 
between  Part  V.  and  the  other  parts  of  the  Bankruptcy  Ad,  The 
other  parts  of  the  Act  relate  to  the  rights  of  creditors  against 
the  property  of  the  debtor ;  but  Part  V.,  with  the  exception  of  sect. 
120,  relates  only  to  the  seat  of  a  bankrupt  member  of  the  House 
of  Commons.  If  sects.  121  to  124  are  read  by  themselves,  they 
relate  only  to  bankruptcy.  Sect.  122  directs  the  Court  in  certain 
circumstances  to  send  a  certain  certificate  to  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Commons.  Are  we  to  send  a  certificate  in  the  terms  of 
the  Act,  or  to  frame  another  according  to  the  circumstances?  We 
cannot  certify  in  the  terms  of  the  Act,  for  such  a  certificate  would 
not  be  correct,  and  it  appears  to  me  that  we  have  no  power  to 
certify  in  any  other  terms.  As  this  part  of  the  Act  does  not 
relate  to  the  rights  or  remedies  of  creditors,  but  only  to  the 
vacating  the  seats  of  members  of  the  House  of  Commons,  we  must 
be  cautious  not  to  put  upon  it  too  extended  a  construction.  It  i» 
not  for  us  to  consider  whether  there  is  any  substantial  difference 
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between  liquidation  and  bankruptcy,  nor  whether  it  is  right  and 
proper  that  a  member  of  Parh'ament  whose  affairs  are  liquidated 
by  arrangement  should  lose  his  seat ;  we  must  not  interfere  unless 
we  see  clearly  that  the  Legislature  intended  us  to  do  what  is 
asked.     To  send  a  certificate  not  in  the  terms  of  the  Act  might, 
having  regard  to  sect.  123,  place  the  Speaker  in  great  difiSculty  if 
it  were  sent  during  a  recess  of  the  House.    The  question  is,  whether 
sect.  125,  sub-sect.  7,  makes  sect.  122  applicable  to  the  case  of 
liquidation  by  arrangement.    Had  Parliament  so  intended,  we 
should  surely  have  found  in  sub-sect.  7  some  express  reference  to  the 
subject  dealt  with  in  Part  Y .    The  words  "  so  far  as  the  same  are 
applicable"  shew  that  there  are  provisions  in  the  Act  which  the 
Legislature  considered  not  to  be  applicable  to  liquidation;  and 
there  having  been  no  reference  to  Part  Y.,  I  think  that  its  provisions 
are  to  be  treated  as  not  applicable. 

I  agree  with  the  Lord  Justice  that  the  sending  the  certificate 
is  an  ex  officio  duty  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy.     I  doubt  whether 
we,  ^w  a  Court  of  Appeal  in  Bankruptcy,  could  properly  be  applied 
to  on  the  subject,  and  I  certainly  think  that  in  strictness  wo 
might  have  refused  to  hear  any  argument  on  the  point. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Harper,  Broad,  &  Battcoek ;  Messrs.  Linh^ 
later,  Haehtcood,  &  Co. 
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In  re  HOPE. 

CwnmUtal  under  The  Dehtorz  Act,  1869  (32  A  33  VicU  c.  62),  «.  4,  8uh-$. 

Order  an  Solicit&r  to  pay  Coets. 

A  common  order  waa  made  against  a  solicitor  for  delivery  of  his  bill  of 
costs  and  taxation.  He  moved  to  discbarge  this  order,  and  his  application 
was  dismissed  with  costs.  He  then  appealed,  and  his  appeal  was  also  dis- 
missed with  costs  :^ 

Held,  that  the  non-payment  of  the  costs  of  the  appeal  was  not  a  default  in 
payment  of  a  sum  of  money  by  a  solicitor  as  an  officer  of  the  Court  within 
the  Debtors  Act,  1869,  s.  4,  sub-s.  4,  and  that  an  attachment  could  not  bo 
issued  against  him. 

Decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  reversed. 

1  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls. 
Mr.  B.  Hope,  a  solicitor,  had  received  money  amounting  to  abouk 
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L.  J  J.  £12  from  Mr.  O,  Hawkins  and  others  for  the  purpose  of  prosecating 
1872  certain  searches,  and  of  taking  proceedings  for  recovering  money 
In  re       in  the  Court  of  Chancery  which  his  clients  claimed. 

In  May,  1871,  Mr.  Hawkins  took  out  the  common  order  to  com- 
pel Mr.  Hope  to  deliver  his  bill  of  costs  and  disbursements,  and  to 
account  for  the  money  received,  and  to  have  the  bill  of  costs  taxed. 

On  the  25th  of  November,  1871,  Mr.  Hope  moved  before  the 
Master  of  the  Bolls  to  discharge  this  order,  but  the  motion  was 
refused  with  costs. 

On  the  13th  of  February,  1872,  Mr.  Hope  renewed  the  motion 
by  way  of  appeal  before  the  Lords  Justices,  but  the  appeal  motion 
was  also  dismissed  with  costs. 

On  the  5th  of  April  a  subpoena  was  issued  against  Mr.  Hope,  at 
the  suit  of  Mr.  Hawkins,  for  non-payment  of  the  costs  of  the 
appeal  motion,  which  had  been  taxed  at  £19  9s.  8(2.,  and  on  the 
25th  of  April,  the  costs  not  having  been  paid,  an  order  for  attach- 
ment was  made  against  him  by  the  Master  of  the  Bolls.  The 
order  recited  that  it  appeared  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court  that 
Mr.  Hope  had  made  default  in  the  payment  of  the  above-named 
costs,  and  that  such  a  default  was  a  default  of  a  solicitor  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Debtors  Act,  1869. 

From  this  order  Mr.  Hope  appealed. 

Mr.  Jackson,  for  the  Appellant : — 

The  Debtors  Act,  1869  (32  &  33  Vict.  c.  62),  abolishes  imprison- 
ment for  debt  in  all  cases  except  those  mentioned  in  sect.  4.  The 
exception  on  which  this  order  is  based  is  contained  in  sub-sect.  4 : 
"  Default  by  an  attorney  or  solicitor  in  payment  of  costs  for  mis- 
conduct as  such ;  or  in  payment  of  a  sum  of  money  when  ordered 
to  pay  the  same  in  his  character  of  an  officer  of  the  Court  making 
the  order.*'  The  default  in  this  case  came  under  neither  of  those 
descriptions. 

Mr.  M.  T.  Martin,  for  Mr.  Hawkins : — 

The  order  to  pay  costs  having  been  made  in  relation  to  an  appli- 
cation to  tax  a  solicitor's  bill,  the  costs  must  be  taken  to  have  been 
payable  by  the  solicitor  in  his  character  as  such :  In  re  Bush  (1). 

(1)  Law  Rep.  9  Eq.  147. 
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■Costs  have  been  held  to  be  included  in  the  words  "  sum  of  money  ":       ^  ^•^• 
Beg.  V.  Pratt  (1).  1872 

In  re 

Sib  W.  M.  Jambs,  L J. :—  ^• 

It  appears  to  me  that  the  meaning  of  the  Act  is  quite  clear. 
Its  object  was  to  relieve  from  imprisonment  any  one  whose  de&ult 
in  payment  of  a  sum  of  money  arose  from  poverty.  Therefore  cer- 
tain cases  were  exempted  from  the  operation  of  the  Act,  in  which 
imprisonment  was  a  penalty  for  misconduct. 

It  is  not  every  case  in  which  a  solicitor  is  ordered  to  pay  a  sunx 
of  money  that  he  is  liable  to  imprisonment  for  not  paying  it ;  but 
if  he  has  received  money  of  his  client,  he  is  guilty  of  a  breach  of 
duty  unless  he  has  it  ready  when  it  is  called  for ;  and  if  he  makes 
default,  the  Court  always  considers  him  liable  to  punishment* 
That  was  the  case  in  In  re  Rush  (2).     There  the  solicitor  had  re- 
ceived money  of  his  client,  and  when  called  on  he  was  not  able 
to  pay  it    But  that  is  very  different  from  a  case  where  a  solicitor 
is  ordered  to  pay  costs  simply  as  an  unsuccessful  litigant.     He  is 
then  to  be  treated  in  the  same  way  as  any  other  person  under 
default  in  payment  of  costs.    The  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls 
must  therefore  be  discharged. 

Sib  G.  Melush,  L  J. : — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  1  do  not  say  that  if  a  solicitor  in  his 
character  of  a  solicitor  were  ordered  to  pay  a  sum  of  money  with 
•costs,  he  would  not  be  liable  to  be  imprisoned  for  non  payment  of 
the  costs  as  well  as  of  the  original  sum  recovered.  The  question 
is  whether  the  costs  are  due  from  him  as  an  officer  of  the  Court. 
In  this  case  he  made  the  application  to  the  Court  as  an  ordinary 
litigant,  and  being  unsuccessful  was  ordered  to  pay  the  costs. 

Sib  W.  M.  Jamks,  LJ.  :— I  agree  that  in  the  case  supposed  of  a 
solicitor  being  ordered  in  his  character  of  solicitor  to  pay  a  sum 
of  money  with  costs,  the  costs  would  be  considered  as  included  in 
4he  sum  ordered  to  be  paid. 

Solicitora:  Mr.  S.Eope;  Mr.  Stranguoays. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  5  Q.  B.  176.  (2)  Law  Rep.  9  Eq.  147. 
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Ex  parte  DAVIS.    In  re  DAVIS. 

Bankruptcy — Liquidation  hy  Arrangement — Extraordinary  Resolution — Direc- 
tion to  transfer  Proceedings  to  another  Court — Filing  and  Registration  of 
Proceedings — Stamps — Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  s-  126 — Bankruptcy  RuUs, 
1870,  rr.  206,  284,  288. 

An  extraordinaiy  resolution  of  creditors  presented  to  a  Begistrar,  nnder 
the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  s.  126,  must  have  the  proper  stamp  affixed,  and 
must  be  accompanied  by  the  affidavit  required  by  Rule  284  of  the  Bank- 
ruptcy  Rules,  1870,  verifying  the  statement  of  proofs  and  proxies ;  other- 
wise it  cannot  be  received  by  .the  Registrar,  either  for  the  purpose  of  filing 
or  of  lustration. 

A  direction  to  transfer  the  proceedings  to  another  Court,  under  Rule  28S 
of  the  Bankruptcy  Rules,  1870,  is  part  of  the  resolution  in  which  it  is  inserted,, 
and  has  no  validity  till  such  resolution  has  been  registered. 

XHIS  was  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  Judge  of  the  Oldhury 
County  Court,  Staffordshire. 

Bichard  Davis,  a  debtor  residing  within  the  district  of  the 
Oldbury  County  Court,  filed  a  petition  for  liquidation  by  arrange* 
ment  in  the  Oldbury  County  Court. 

The  first  meeting  of  his  creditors  was  held  on  the  12th  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1872,  when  an  extraordinary  resolution  was  passed,  under 
the  126th  section  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  by  which  the  cre- 
ditors accepted  a  composition  of  10s.  in  the  pound. 

On  the  24th  of  February  the  second  meeting  was  held,  at  which 
the  resolution  was  duly  confirmed,  and  the  creditors  added  to 
.  the  resolution  a  direction,  under  Bule  288  of  the  Bankruptcy 
Bules,  1870,  that  the  proceedings  should  be  transferred  to  the- 
WalsaU  County  Court,  which  is  four  miles  distant  from  the  Old- 
hury County  Court,  and  under  the  same  Judge,  but  under  a  dif- 
ferent Begistrar. 

The  solicitor  for  the  debtor  presented  the  resolution  to  the 
Begistrar  of  the  Oldbury  County  Court,  and  requested  him  to 
file  the  resolution  and  to  transfer  the  proceedings  forthwith  to  the 
Begistrar  of  the  Walsall  County  Court.  The  Begistrar,  however, 
refused  to  transfer  the  proceedings  on  the  following  grounds : — 

First,  that  the  proofs  of  proxies  produced  at  the  meetings  when 
the  resolution  was  passed,  and  the  debtor's  statement,  were  not 
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verified  by  affidavit  in  accordance  with  Eule  284  of  the  J5ct»A?— 
ruptey  R^des,  1870. 

Secondly,  that  the  resolution  was  not  stamped  with  the  cc^Z 
valorem  stamp  required  by  the  Lord  Chancellor's  Order  of  the  lOtl:*. 
of  August,  1871. 

Thirdly,  that  the  direction  for  transfer  was  not  passed  at  the  fir^s* 
meeting,  and  that  no  notice  was  given  to  the  creditors  that  it  woixl^i 
be  passed  at  the  second  meeting. 

The  debtor  then  applied  to  the  County  Court  Judge  for  an  orde^^c- 
directing  the  Registrar  to  transfer  the  proceedings,  but  the  Judgr^ 
agreed  with  the  opinion  of  the  Registrar,  and  refused  to  make  tb.^ 
order.  The  debtor  appealed  from  this  decision  to  the  Chief  Judg< 
who  dismissed  the  appeal  with  costs,  and  the  debtor  now  renews 
the  application  before  the  Lords  Justices  (1). 


<1)  The  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869  (32 
/k  33  Vict  c.  71),  s.  126,  enacU  as  fol- 
lows : — 

**The  extraordinary  resolution,  to- 
gether with  the  statement  of  the  dehtor 
as  to  his  assets  and  dehts,  shall  he  pre- 
aented  to  the  Registrar ;  and  it  shall  he 
his  duty  to  inquire  whether  such  reso- 
lution has  heen  passed  in  manner  di- 
rected by  this  section,  and  if  satisfied 
that  it  has  been  so  passed,  he  shall 
forthwith  register  the  resolution  and 
statement  of  assets  and  dehts;  but 
until  such  registration  has  taken  place 
such  resolution  shall  be  of  no  validity, 
and  any  creditor  of  the  debtor  may 
inspect  such  statement  at  prescribed 
times,  and  on  payment  of  such  fee,  if 
^ny,  as  may  be  prescribed." 

The  Bankruptcy  Bules^  1870,  which 
were  chiefly  referred  to  in  the  argument 
were  the  following : — 

Rule  206.  "  Every  oiBoer  of  the  Court 
who  shall  receive  any  document  to 
which  an  adhesive  stamp  shall  be  affixed 
shall  immediately  upon  the  receipt  of 
such  document  deface  the  stamp  there- 
on by  writing,  partly  on  the  stamp  and 
partly  on  the  document,  the  name  of 
the  debtor  \  and  no  such  document  shall 


be  filed  or  delivered  until  the  staim]^ 
thereon  shall  have  been  defaced  in  man. — 
ner  aforesaid ;  and  it  shall  be  the  duty" 
of  the  party  presenting  or  receiving 
such  document  to  see  that  such  deface  ^ 
ment  has  been  duly  made." 

Rule  284.  "The  person  to  whom  tlio 
registnition  of  the  special  or  extraor- 
dinary resolution  may  have  been  erx — 
trusted,  or  the  debtor  or  his  attorney^ 
as  the  case  may  be,  shall  file  the  sam^ 
in  Court,  together  with  the   debtor's 
statement  of  affairs  and  all  proofs  an.d 
proxies,  within  three  days  after  he  shall 
have  received  the  same,  or  in  default; 
thereof  shall  be  summoned  before  th© 
Court,  and  some  person  able  to  depose 
thereto  shall  verify  and  identify  the  re- 
solutions, statement,  proofs  and  proxies 
so  filed  as  being  the  whole  of  the  resolu* 
lions,  statement,  proofs,  and    proxies 
come  to  and  produced  at  the  meeting  or 
meetings  when  such  special  or  extra* 
ordinary  resolutions  were  passed." 

Rule  288.  **  The  creditors  assembled 
at  any  general  meeting  may  include  in 
their  resolution  a  direction  that  the  pro- 
ceedings bo  transferred  to  any  Court 
other  than  that  in  which  the  same  were 
originated,  and  upon  any  such  resolu- 
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Mr.  JTay,  Q.C.,  and  'Ht.  Babson,  for  the  Appellant^  contended 
that  there  was  a  distinction  between  filing  and  registering  the  reso- 
lution. The  resolution  to  transfer  the  proceedings  did  not  require 
to  be  registered  before  it  was  acted  upon.  The  duty  of  the  Regis- 
trar was  to  file  the  eztraorc^nary  resolution  within  three  days ; 
and  then,  before  registering  it,  he  could  test  its  validity  by  the 
production  of  the  requisite  affidavit,  and  see  that  it  was  stamped. 

If,  as  in  the  present  case,  there  was  a  direction  to  transfer  the 
proceedings,  this  could  be  at  once  done,  and  the  testing  and  regis- 
tration of  the  resolution  could  be  performed  by  the  Registrar  of 
the  Court  to  which  the  matter  was  transferred.  If  the  creditors 
had  a  preference  for  one  Court  rather  than  another,  they  had  a 
right  to  exercise  their  choice.  They  referred  to  the  Bankruptcy 
BuUSy  1870,  rules  206,  284,  288,  and  295. 

Mr.  Be  Gex^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Finlay  Knight^  for  the  Registrar^ 
urged  that  the  direction  to  transfer  was  part  of  the  extraordinary 
resolution,  and  till  the  resolution  was  registered  it  had  no  validity. 
The  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  sect.  126,  sub-sect.  5,  was  imperative  on 
that  point.  And  it  could  not  be  registered  without  a  stamp  and 
without  the  requisite  affidavit.  They  referred  to  the  Order  in 
Bankruptcy  of  the  10th  of  August,  1870,  as  to  stamps. 

Mr.  Bohson,  in  reply. 

Sib  W.  M.  James,  L.J.,  after  shortly  alluding  to  the  circum- 
stances under  which  the  appeal  was  brought  before  the  Court, 
continued : — 

Independently  of  the  question  of  the  stamp,  which  seems  to  me 
an  important  one,  the  case  depends  upon  Rule  288,  which  pro- 
vides ''  that  the  creditors  assembled  at  any  general  meeting  may 
include  in  their  resolution  a  direction  that  the  proceedings  be  transt- 
ferred  to  any  Court  other  than  that  in  which  the  same  were  origi- 
nated, and  upon  such  resolution  being  filed  the  proceedings  shall 
be  forthwith  transferred  by  the  Registrar  in  accordance  therewith.'* 


tion  being  filed  the  proceedings  shall  be 
forthwith  transferred  hy  the  Registrar 
in  accordance  therewith ;  and  the  C!ourt 
to  which  the  same  shall  have  been  trans- 


ferred shall  thereafter  act  in  the  matter 
of  the  proceedings  in  like  manner  as  if 
the  same  had  been  properly  instituted 
therein  in  the  first  instance.** 
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N'ow  I    read  that  role,  independently  of  the  word  **  filed,"  that       L.  JJ. 
there  is  "to  "be  a  direction  included  in  a  resolution.    I  cannot  my-        1872 
self  doixbt;  that  it  was  intended,  not  that  there  should  be  a  distinct     jshT^rU 
TeBolntion  for  the  purpose  of  submitting  the  other  resolutions  and      '^^y^ 
all  other  proceedings  to  one  Court  instead  of  another,  but  that  in      lyim. 
a  resolution,  whether  it  was  a  special  resolution  or  an  extraordinary 
resolutioii,  there  should  be,  as  a  part  of  it,  a  direction  that  the 
proceedings  should  be  transferred.    It  seems  to  me  that  that  is  a 
very  ixnportant  part  of  the  resolution,  which  requires  to  be  authen- 
ticated   and  verified  as  completely  as  anything  else  in  the  whole 
of  the  proceedings.    Then  the  rule  says,  that  '*  upon  the  resolution 
l>eing  filed  the  proceedings  shall  be  forthwith  transferred  by  the 
l^egistrar."    It  appears  to  me  that  the  Begistrar  has  a  right  to  see 
that  the  piece  of  paper  that  is  produced  is  in  every  respect  com- 
plete.     It  is  not  because  a  piece  of  paper  purporting  to  be  a 
resolution  is  presented  to  him  that  he  is  to  do  what  he  is  asked 
to  do,  but  he  is  in  the  position  of  every  other  public  o£Scer  who  is 
asked  to  part  with  something  entrusted  to  him  by  law.    It  is  his 
duty  to  see  that  there  is  the  proper  authority — ^in  this  case  the 
requisite  resolution.    Then  what  is  the  resolution  ?     The  resolu- 
tion, according  to  my  view,  is  one  that  has  been  passed  by  a 
certain  statutory  majority  either  at  one  or  two  meetings.    The 
Act  of  Parliament  is  plain,  and  the  role  must  be  interpreted  so  as 
to  be  reconciled  with  it,  or  if  it  cannot  be  reconciled  the  rule  must 
give  way  to  the  plain  terms  of  the  Act.    The  126th  section  of  the 
Act  says,  that  *'  no  resolution  shall  be  of  any  validity  whatever, 
unless  and  until  it  has  been  registered."    If,  therefore,  this  rale 
had  in  terms  said  that,  notwithstanding  the  Act  of  Parliameut, 
the  resolution,  so  far  as  it  contained  a  direction  to  transfer  the  pro- 
ceedings should  be  valid,  before  registration  it  would  have  been 
vlira  vtrea,  and  on  the  face  of  it  a  repeal  of  the  Act  of  Parliament, 
It  seems,  therefore,  to  me  that  «*  upon  the  resolution  being  filed  " 
must  mean  "  upon  the  resolution  being  presented  for  registration." 
If  necessary  I  should  read  the  word  "  filed  "  as  "  registered,"  that 
is  to  say,  as  soon  as  a  resolution  which  the  Court  can  take  cog- 
nizance of  has   directed  the  transfer,   it   was  then,   no  doubt, 
intended  that  the  proceedings  should  be  forthwith  transferred. 
That  can  only  be  when  the  Begistrar  has  satisfied  himself  that 
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there  is  a  binding  resolution  directing  him  to  do  it.  Then  it  is 
argued  that  it  might  be  oonvenient  for  the  creditors  to  have  the 
verification  of  that  meeting  done  at  one  Court  instead  of  another, 
bat  I  do  not  think  that  it  was  intended  that  the  persons  themselves, 
the  validity  of  whose  acts  was  to  be  the  subject  of  question,  should 
have  the  liberty  of  transferring  the  matter  to  what  Court  they 
pleased  for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether  they  were  the 
requisite  majority  of  the  creditors,  and  whether  they  had  arrived 
at  a  valid  resolution.  The  most  convenient  course  would  seem  to 
be,  that  the  resolution  should  be  authenticated  by  the  Registrar 
in  the  same  way  as  any  other  resolution  would  require  to  be 
authenticated,  with  respect  to  either  bankruptcy  or  liquidation  by 
arrangement^  and  that  an  uncertain  meeting  of  persons  of  whom 
iiothing  is  known,  and  who  may  have  no  interest  in  the  matter, 
should  not  be  able  to  give  directions  as  to  what  Court  should  con- 
duct the  investigation. 

With  regard  to  the  stamps  also,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the 
^Registrar  had  no  right  to  look  at  the  resolution  for  any  purpose 
whatever,  and  possibly  that  may  be  the  reason  why  the  direction 
is  to  be  included  in  a  resolution.  That  resolution  cannot  be  looked 
-at  by  the  Registrar  or  by  the  County  Court  Judge ;  it  cannot  be 
looked  at  by  the  Chief  Judge,  and  it  cannot  be  looked  at  by  us ;  we 
<3annot  know  that  there  has  been  such  a  resolution  passed  unless  that 
resolution  has  upon  it  the  stamps  which,  for  the  purpose  of  providing 
funds  for  the  administration  of  justice,  the  Legislature  has  required. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  decision  of  the  Chief  Judge 
is  perfectly  right,  and  ought  to  be  affirmed  with  costs. 


SiB  G.  Hellish,  L. J. : — 

It  is  important  to  remark  that  neither  the  126th  section  nor,  I 
believe,  any  other  section  of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  says  anything 
at  all  about  filing  the  resolution.  There  is  therefore  no  difficulty 
about  the  construction  of  the  section ;  and  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that  what  is  meant  by  **  presenting  the  resolution  "  is  the  bringing 
in  the  resolution  and  handing  it  over  to  the  Registrar  for  the 
purpose  of  registration;  and  what  the  Act  of  Parliament  con- 
templated was  that  he  was  then  to  enter  into  an  inquiry  whether 
it  had  been  properly  passed,  and  if  he  found  that  it  had,  then  he 
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was  to  register  it,  and  until  he  registered  it  it  was  to  be  of  no         I-.  J  J. 
validity  whatever.    Therefore,  as  far  as  that  section  is  concerned^  Mrza 

there  is  no  difficulty,  but  the  Kules  have  unquestionably  intro—       .sss  paru 
duced  a  considerable  diflSeulty  by  providing  what  the  Act  of  Par- 
liament, did  not  provide,  namely,  that  the  resolution  is  to  be  flle<l 
before  it  is  registered.    But  then  by  the  General  Order  of  the  lOth 
of  August,  1871,  respecting  fees  in  bankruptcy  "every  extra-— 
ordinary  resolution  presented  to  a  Kegistrar  under  sect  126  "  is  to 
have  a  certain  stamp  affixed ;  and  by  the  order  of  the  Lords  Com— 
missioiiers  of  the  Treasury  annexed  to  that  order  it  is  directed 
"  that  tlie  stamp  shall  be  affixed  or  the  money  paid  in  respect  of 
every  fee  before  the  proceeding  is  had  in  respect  of  which  the  fe^ 
is  payable."    That  certainly  appears  to  me  to  direct  in  very  plain, 
terms  that  the  stamp  shall  be  affixed  before  the  resolution  shall  b^ 
presented  to  the  Begistrar ;  so  that,  interpreting  the  section  of  th^ 
Act  by  that  order,  I  think  it  clear  that "  presenting  to  the  Begistrar  ' 
means  when  it  is  first  brought  in  to  tte  Begistrar,  and  that  is  in. 
substance  what  the  County  Court  Judge  decided,  for  he  held  tha'fc 
the  Registrar  had  no  right  to  take  any  steps  at  all  upon  this  reso- 
lution until  it  was  stamped.    I  am  of  opinion  that  that  is  a  correct 
decision. 

As  to  the  other  point,  I  confess  1  have  had  a  very  great  difficulty, 
for  although  I  cannot  say  that  I  differ  from  the  view  taken  by  tho 
Ohief  Judge  and  the  Lord  Justice,  yet  it  appears  to  me  certainly 
that  the  288th  rule  is  really  calculated  to  deceive  the  public. 
Because  when  persons  read  a  rule  that  they  may  make  it  part  of 
their  resolution  that  the  proceeding  shall  be  changed  to  another 
Court,  and  then  the  rule  goes  on  to  say  that  ••  that  is  to  be  done 
forthwith  after  the  resolution  is  filed,"  they  would  be  surprised  to 
find  that  the  true  construction  is,  that  it  is  not  to  be  done  until 
after  the  resolution  is  registered.     Bat  though  in  the  course  of 
the  argument  I  had  very  great  doubt  upon  that  question,  I  do  not 
say  I  diflfer  from  the  conclusion  to  which  the  Lord  Justice  has  come ; 
and  I  have  a  very  clear  opinion  on  the  question  of  the  stamp. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant:  Messrs.  Duignan  A  Co 

Solicitors  for  the  Eespondents :  Messrs.  Wilkins,  Blyih,  &  Mars^ 

land. 
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wpy«#        Bankruptcy  —  Annulling  AdjudieaUon  en  EquitahU  Oroundi  —  InienOon  io 

JiiM20, 21.  embarrass    Chancery  Suit  —  Bankruptcy  of  Next  Friend^"  Banknq[>tcy 

Act,  1869,  8.  8, 

A.^  who  WHS  a  Plaintiff  in  an  administration  suit,  and  also  next  friend  of 
the  infant  co-Plaintiffs,  was  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  certain  interlocutory 
proceedings  in  the  snit  to  the  Defendants.  The  money  not  being  pud,  the 
Defendants  took  ont  a  debtor  summons  against  A,,  and  obtained  an  adjudica- 
tion of  bankruptcy  against  her : — 

Held,  that  the  bankruptcy  of  the  next  friend  would  not  embarrass  the 
Chancery  suit,  and  therefore  there  was  no  equitable  ground  of  defence  to  the 
adjudication  of  bankruptcy. 

Whether  the  old  rule  as  to  staying  proceedings  or  annulling  the  adjudica- 
tion on  equitable  grounds,  is  applicable  to  proceedings  under  the  Bank- 
ruptcy Act,  1869,  quxre ;  but  if  so,  the  question  ought  to  be  raised  by  special 
application  and  not  by  way  of  defence  to  the  adjudication. 

X  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  Begistrar,  sitting  as 
Chief  Judge  in  the  London  Bankruptcy  Conrt,  by  which  he  adjudi- 
cated the  Appellant,  Emily  Olaxton^  a  bankrupt 

On  the  25th  of  April,  1870,  the  Appellant  and  her  three  infant 
children,  by  the  Appellant  as  their  next  friend,  filed  a  bill  in 
Chancery  against  the  trustees  of  the  will  of  Noah  ClaaUm  for  the 
administration  of  the  testator's  estate. 

In  the  course  of  the  suit  the  Appellant  was  ordered  to  pay  to 
the  Defendants  the  costs  of  certain  interlocutory  applications  to  the 
Court,  which  were  taxed  at  £63  la.  6(2. 

On  the  16th  of  December,  1871,  the  Defendants  served  on  the 
Appellant  a  subpoena  to  enforce  payment  of  these  costs.  On  the 
15th  of  January,  1872,  they  took  out  a  debtor  summons  against 
her  for  the  same  debt,  and  the  money  not  beiug  paid,  on  the  25th  of 
April,  1872,  they  obtained  an  order  of  adjudication  of  bankruptcy 
against  her.  She  now  appealed  from  the  order  upon  the  ground 
that  the  object  of  the  petitioning  creditors  was  not  for  the  legiti- 
mate purposes  of  bankruptcy,  but  to  impede  or  defeat  the  proceed- 
ings in  Chancery. 

The  only  personal  interest  which  the  Appellant  had  in  the 
estate  which  was  being  administered  in  the  suit,  was  an  annuity 
of  £20,  payable  to  her  under  the  testator's  will. 


VOIi.  YH.]  CHANOBBY  APPEALS.  638 

Mp.  Kardake,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Brough,  for  the  Appellant :—  ^  J^* 

Before  the  Banhrwptey  Ad,  1869,  the  Court  has  constanily        1^ 
annitlled  adjudications,  on  the  ground  that  they  were  obtained  for    ^  pa/rt^ 
some  other  object  than  the  legitimate  purpose  of  bankruptcy.       i^^^ 
Under  the  present  Act  it  is  not  now  necessary  to  wait  for  the    Olamow. 
adjudication  to  be  made,  for  by  the  8th  section  the  Court  **  may 
adjourn  the  petition  either  conditionally  or  unconditionally  for  the 
procurement  of  further  evidence,  or  for  any  just  cause,  or  may 
dismiss  the  petition  with  or  without  costs,  as  the  Court  may  think 
just."    In  this  case  it  is  clear  that  the  object  of  the  petitioning 
creditors  was  simply  to  impede  the  suit  by  making  the  next  friend 
a  bankrupt;  for  if  they  had  only  wished  for  payment  of  their  debt 
they  would  have  proceeded  by  sequestration  against  the  annuity  of 
£20  which  was  coming  to  the  Appellant  in  the  suit,  or  committed 
her  under  the  Debtors  Act,  1869.    This  is  a  stronger  case  than 
any  reported  case  on  the  subject,  for  the  petitioning  creditors 
wesre  the  accounting  parties  in  the  suit :  Ex  parte  Kemp  (1)  ;  Eos 
parte  Bourne  (2) ;  Ex  parte  UpfiU  (3) ;  Ex  parte  Browne  (4). 

Mr.  PheaTj  for  the  petitioning  creditors,  was  not  called  on. 

Sm  W.  M.  JaMKs,  L. J.  .— 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  Kegistrar  by  which  the 
Appellant  was  adjudicated  bankrupt.    I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
Registrar  had  no  discretion,  but  was  bound  ex  dehito  justitia,  the 
facts  required  by  the  Act  being  proved,  to  make  the  adjudication. 
Whether  the  old  rule  as  to  staying  the  proceedings  or  annulling  an 
adjudication  on  equitable  grounds  is  or  not  applicable  to  proceed- 
ings under  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  is  a  matter  of  great  impor- 
tance, but  not  necessary  now  to  be  decided.    But  it  appears  to 
me  that  the  mode  of  raising  the  question  in  a  proper  case  would  be 
by  special  application  to  stay  the  proceedings  or  to  annul  the 
adjudication,  and  not  by  way  of  defence  to  the  order  for  adjudica- 
tion.    On  such  a  special  appUcation  the  Court  could  give  such 
equitable  relief  as  it  might  think  just,  and  might  introduce  such 
terms  and  make  such  arrangements  as  might  be  required. 

(1)  1  M.  D.  &  D.  657.  (8)  Law  Rep.  1  Ch.  439. 

(2)  2  Ql  &  J.  137.  (4)  1  Kofle,  151. 
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lu  the  present  case,  however,  I  do  not  desire  to  pnt  the  parties 
to  make  a  fresh  application,  for  I  am  satisfied  that  there  are  no 
sufficient  grounds  for  applying  the  rule  in  this  case.  The  Defen- 
dants obtained  an  order  against  the  next  friend  for  payment  of 
costs.  The  money  not  being  paid,  they  had  a  right  to  enforoe  its 
payment,  and  bankruptcy  is  one  remedy  which  the  law  provides 
for  such  purpose.  They  had  a  right  to  take  her  property  by 
making  her  a  bankrupt,  even  at  the  risk  of  embarrassing  the 
Chancery  suit ;  for  I  cannot  see  on  what  ground  a  Defendant  is 
obliged  to  let  a  Plaintiff  keep  property  to  which  the  Defendant 
has  a  claim  for  fear  of  embarrassing  ft  Chancery  suit  Bat^  in 
truth,  in  this  case  the  bankruptcy  will  not  embarrass  the  suit  at  all. 
The  bankrupt  will  still  remain  the  next  friend  of  the  infants 
(unless  the  Court  should  think  fit  to  remove  her,  which  is  not 
likely),  and  the  same  solicitor  will  continue  to  conduct  the  suit, 
with  the  same  power  of  carrying  it  on  as  before,  provided  he  only 
obtains  a  common  supplemental  order  to  bring  the  trustee  of  the 
bankrupt's  estate  before  the  Court.  There  is,  therefore,  no  founda- 
tion of  fact  in  the  present  appeal,  and  it  must  be  dismissed  with 
costs. 


Sib  G.  Mellish,  L  J.,  concurred. 

Solicitor  for  the  Appellant :  Mr.  F.  Andreto. 

Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents :  Messrs.  WestaU  d  Bcberis. 
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Ex  parte  SNOWBALL.    In  r^  DOUGLAS. 

Bankruptcy — Mortgage  hy  Partner  of  Partnership  Property — Power  of  Attorney 
— Notice  of  Ad  of  Bankruptcy — Act  of  Bankruptcy  under  former  Aet^ 
Bepeal—Z2  &  33  Fic^.  c.  83,  «.  20. 

M,  2>.  and  /.  2>.  were  carrying  on  business  in  partnership.  In  September, 
1869,  J,  JD.  gave  to  J.  A,  M.  a  power  of  attorney,  authorizing  him  to  sell 
certain  property  of  J*.  2>»,  including  a  particular  ship  which  was  in  fact  partner- 
ship  property,  and  then  went  abroad.  In  November  a  mortgage  deed  was 
executed,  by  which,  after  reciting  that  the  partners  and  each  of  them  were 
indebted  to  8.  in  an  amount  not  ascertained^  M.  D.  and  J,  D,  purported  to 
convey  to  8,  property  which  formed  nearly  the  whole  assets  of  the  partnership, 
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to  secure  all  moneys  which  then  were  or  might  thereafter  hecome  duo 
8.  from  the  partners  or  either  of  them.    At  the  same  time  a  hill  of 
was  executed,  by  which  J,  D.,  with  the  concurrence  of  Af,  D.,  purports 
to  assign  the  ship  to  S,  absolutely  at  a  certain  price,  subject  to  the    i 
cumbrances  thereon.     These  deeds  were  executed  by  M,  D.  and  by  J,  A. 
as  attorney  for  J.  1).    In  April,   1870,  M.  D.  and  J.  D.  were  adjud^ 
bankrupts ;  the  act  of  bankruptcy  by  J,  D.  being  his  leaving  Englancl 
September,  1869,  with  intent  to  defeat  or  delay  his  creditors.    The  Couir 
Court  Judge  held  that  the  execution  of  the  mortgage  on  behalf  of  J, 
was  void,  as  not  coming  within  the  scope  of  the  power  of  attorney,  but  tlB- 
the  mortgage  was  valid  as  the  deed  of  M,  D.  alone,  being,  in  his  opinio 
executed  to  secure  an  antecedent  debt,  and  fuither  advances  made  on   t 
promise  of  having  security  for  the  whole,  and  that  its  effect  was  to  make 
and  the  trustee  in  bankruptcy  tenants  in  common  of  the  mortgaged  proper  ^3^^ 
He  held  the  bill  of  sale  to  be  good,  being  of  opinion  that  though  8»  kn^  v^ 
circumstances  from  which  it  was  reasonably  to  be  inferred  that  J.  D,  Ic?/^ 
England  with  intent  to  defeat  or  delay  his  creditors,  this  could  not  prcvc^i^ 
against  the  positive  oath  of  8,,  that  he  believed  that  J.  D,  hud  left  Englane^ 
only  to  make  a  purchase  and  would  speedily  return,  and  that  he,  iS.,  did  ixo  t^ 
suspect  the  firm  of  being  insolvent.    On  appeal  the  Chief  Judge  held  thi^ 
mortgage  to  be  an  act  of  bankruptcy  and  therefore  void,  and  the  bill  of  sa.1^ 
to  be  void  on  the  ground  that  the  power  of  attorney  was  revoked  by  the  ac6 
of  bankruptcy  committed  by  J.  D, : — 

Edd,  on  appeal  to  the  Lords  Justices,  that  the  mortgage  was  wholly  void 
as  against  the  trustee,  for  that  by  it  M,  2>.,  knowing  the  firm  to  be  insolvent » 
attempted  to  make  the  partnership  property  a  security  for  separate  debts  o£ 
himself  and  /.  D,,  which  was  a  fraud  on  the  creditors  of  the  partnership  and 
an  act  of  bankruptcy : 

Held,  also,  that  although  a  power  of  attorney  is  not  for  all  purposes  revoked 
by  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  a  sale  under  it  to  a  purchaser  who  had  no  notice 
of  an  act  of  bankruptcy  would  be  good  as  against  the  trustee  under  a  subse* 
quent  adjudication,  the  bill  of  sale  was  void,  for  that  8.  knew  facts  which 
were  sufficient  to  inform  him  that  /.  2>.  had  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy, 
and  he  could  not  escape  the  consequence  by  saying  that  he  had  not  drawn 
this  inference  from  them. 

The  effect  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy  under  the  former  law  is  saved  by  the 
repealing  section  (20)  of  32  &  33  Vict.  c.  83. 

1  HIS  was  an  appeal  by  William  SnofobaU  from  an  order  of  the 
Chief  Judge  in  Bankruptcy  varying  an  order  of  the  County  Court 
Judge  at  Sunderland  and  setting  aside  a  mortgage  dated  tho 
27th  of  November,  1869,  and  a  bill  of  sale  of  the  same  date. 

The  bankrupts,  Martin  Doufflaa  and  John  Doufflas,  for  some 
years  before  their  bankruptcy  carried  on  the  business  of  wire-rope 
makera  at  Sunderland.  Snowball  was  a  solicitor  at  Sunderland, 
and  for  some  years  he  acted  professionally  for  the  bankrupts,  both 
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as  partners  and  indindually,  and  also  made  advances  to  them  and 
accepted  bills  for  their  acoommodation.  On  the  14th  of  Septem- 
ber, 1869,  John  Douglas,  who  was  the  managing  partner  in  the 
firm^  and  the  son  of  Martin  Douglas,  left  England  for  Ameriea,  He 
professed  to  leave  England  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  land  in 
America,  with  money  which  belonged  to  his  wife,  and  told  his 
father  and  Mr.  Snowball  that  he  would  return  in  two  or  three 
months.  The  firm  was  in  difficulties  at  the  time  he  left.  An  exe- 
cution had  been  levied  on  the  partnership  property,  and  John 
Douglas  had  himself  been  arrested  on  an  absconding  debtor  sum- 
mons, for  a  debt  of  £800,  shortly  before  his  departure ;  but  the 
partners  had  succeeded  in  raising  money  to  pay  both  debts.  John 
Douglas  never  returned  from  America,  and  both  the  County  Court 
Judge  (1)  and  the  Chief  Judge  were  clearly  of  opinion  that  he  had 


(1)  The  County  Court  Judge  on  this 
point  expressed  himself  as  follows : — 
"  At  the  time  John  Dotiglaa  left  the 
country  the  firm  was  insolvent ;  their 
joint  unsecured  liabilities  amounted  to 
£8000  and  upwards.  Mr.  SnowhaU,  in  his 
depositions  and  affidavit,  stated  that  he 
was  not  aware  that  the  firm  was  insolvent 
at  the  time  the  bankrupt,  John  DotiglaB, 
left  the  country ;  and  that  he  believed 
him  when  he  told  him  that  he  intended 
to  return  to  England  in  two  months, 
and  that  he  never  suspected  he  was 
going  abroad  to  defeat  or  delay  his 
creditors.  These  statements  appear  to 
me  rather  singular,  considering  that 
Mr.  SnovfbaU  had  acted  as  the  solicitor 
of  the  firm  for  many  years ;  had  been 
concerned  as  their  solicitor  in  various 
transactions;  had  been  in  the  habit  of 
accepting  and  indormng  billB  for  their 
accommodation;  had  been  applied  to 
about  that  time  to  advance  them 
money  to  pay  wages  and  carry  on  their 
business,  and  that  at  that  time  thefirai 
owed  him  a  considerable  sum  of  money, 
and  he  had  accepted  or  indorsed  for 
them  bills  for  a  very  large  amount  I 
should  have  thought  that  Mr.  BnowhaU, 
from  the  knowledge  he  must  nece»- 


sarily  have  of  their  affairs,  would  hare 
strongly  suspected,  if  he  did  not  abso- 
lutely believe,  that  John  Dottglas  went 
abroad  for  the  express  purpose  of  settling 
in  America,  and  thereby  defeating  and 
delaying  his  creditors.  Why  should  bo 
wish  to  sell  all  his  wife's  property  in 
Sunderland,  and  purchase  with  the 
proceeds  thereof  an  estate  in  America, 
if  he  did  not  intend  to  remove  his 
&mily  and  settle  in  America  imme- 
diately, or  as  soon  as  he  had  sold  his 
wife's  property  in  Sunderland  and  had 
purchased  an  estate  in  America  t  At 
that  time  his  eldest  son  was  only  four- 
teen, therefore  it  could  not  be  with  a 
view  of  sending  him  out  alone  to  settle 
in  America  that  he  was  desirous  of 
purchasing  property  in  that  country. 
As,  however,  Mr.  SnotobaU  has  posi«- 
tively  sworn  that  he  had  no  notion  that 
the  firm  was  insolvent,  and  that  he 
verily  believed  that  Douglas  fully  in- 
tended to  return  to  this  oountry  in  a 
short  time,  it  is  not  for  me  to  set  my 
coi\jectare8  agpunst  his  positive  asser- 
tion ....  There  can  be  really  no  doubt 
that  John  Douglas  went  to  America 
with  intent  to  defeat  or  delay  his  cre- 
ditors. Mr.  iSiuniiMI  denied  tint  before 
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committed  an  act  of  bankrnptoy  by  departing  from  the  realm  with 

inteiit  to  defeat  and  delay  his  creditors.    Before  John  Bouglas  left 

^n^XcLTtd,  lie  executed  a  power  of  attorney,  dated  the  14th  of  Sep- 

teiii\>er,  X869,  by  which  he  authorized  one  John  Anthony  Moore  to 

act   for   Ixim  in  this  country.    It  enabled  Moore  to  sell  lands  and 

receive  the  price  for  which  the  lands  might  be  sold,  and  to  execute 

coikveyanees  on  his  account,  and  also  to  sell  a  certain  ship  and 

receive  the  price,  and  generally  gave  very  extensive  powers  for  the 

management  of  his  private  affairs ;  but  it  contained  no  reference 

to  the  affairs  of  the  partnership. 

The  bankrupts  were  the  owners  of  the  ropery  and  paintworks 
iTi  which  their  business  was  carried  on,  and  which  had  been  con- 
veyed to  them  as  tenants  in  common.     These  premises,  with  the 
plant,  engine,  machinery,  utensUof,  and  other  implements  and 
effects  thereon,  had  been  mortgaged  on  the  26th  of  December, 
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the  execution  of  these  deeds  he  had 
licard  that  an  execution  had  been  put 
into  the  bankrupt's  premises,  or  that 
John  Douglas  had  been  arrested  under 
the  Absconding  Debtors  Act,  or  that 
John  Douglas  had  left  the  country  with 
intent  to  defeat  or  delay  his  creditors. 
On  the  contrary,  he  said  that  he  fully 
believed  that  John  Douglas  had  gone  to 
America  to  buy  an  estate  to  settle  his 
sons  on,  and  would  return  in  two  or 
three  months ;  but  he  did  not  say  to 
continue  his  business.    I  have  already 
made  some  observations  on  Mr.  Snoio^ 
hairs  statement,  that  it  never  struck 
him  that  the  bankrupt  had  gone  to 
America  to  defeat  or  delay  his  credi- 
tors.    Mr.  SnawbaU  and  Mr.  Wright, 
in  their  affidavits,  state  that  they  be- 
lieved that  if  the  bankrupts  were  re- 
lieved in  the  four  matters  stated  or 
referred  to  in  Mr.  Wrighfs  affidavit 
they  could  continue  their  business.    It 
may  be  so,  but  stUl  it  is  very  singular 
that  they  should  entertain  this  opinion, 
seeing  that  the  managing  partner,  who 
knew  the  affairs  of  the  concern,  bad 


gone  abroad  for  several  months,  when 
he  must  have  known  that  the  firm  was 
very  much  embarrassed,  in  fact  insol- 
vent   But  to  render  these  deeds  void, 
on  the  ground  that  John  Douglas  had 
committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  it 
would  be  necessary  to  shew,  not  only 
that  Mr.  Snoujhcdl  was  aware  that  Jo^n 
Douglas  had  gone  to  America,  but  also 
that  he  had  done  so  with  intent  to  de- 
feat or  delay  his  creditors.    Now  there 
is  no  positive  evidence  to  contradict  the 
evidence  of  Mr.  SnowbaU   and   Mr. 
Wright,  that  they  believed  that  he  had 
merely  gone  to  America  to  purchase  an 
estate  with  his  wife's  fortune,  or  rather 
^ivith  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  his 
wife'8  property,  and  would  return  in  a 
month  or  two ;  and  that  they  believed 
the  assertion  of  Martin  Douglas,  that 
if  the  firm  was  relieved  from  the  four 
matters  which  pressed  upon  them  they 
could  continue  their  business.    I  there- 
fore feel  compelled  to  reject  this  ground 
of   objection  to  the  validity  of  the 

deeds." 
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1867,  to  a^  Mrs.  Stack,  to  secure  £800  and  interest,  and  had  been  sab- 
sequently  mortgaged  to  the  Northern  Counties  Loan  and  Diecount 
Company  for  £1000 ;  but  the  sum  due  on  this  second  mortgage 
had  been  reduced  to  £400.  The  ship  referred  to  in  the  power  of 
attorney  was  a  ship  which  was  in  course  of  building  for  the  firm 
in  LidcUe  &  Sutdiffe's  yard,  and  though  she  was  the  property  of 
the  firm,  charges  upon  her  in  favour  of  a  Mr.  Thompson  had  been 
created  in  the  name  of  John  Doughs  alone. 

Shortly  after  John  Douglas  left  England  negotiations  were 
carried  on  with  a  Mr.  Leadbiiter  for  a  loan  of  £2500  for  the 
partnership,  but  these  negotiations  c^me  to  nothing.  After  this, 
towards  the  end  of  October,  1869,  Martin  Douglas  applied  to  Mr. 
Snowball  for  further  assistance,  and  borrowed  several  small  sums 
from  him  to  pay  weekly  wages.  The  sums  so  advanced  up  to  the 
execution  of  the  deeds  in  question  amounted  to  about  £160. 
There  were,  according  to  the  evidence,  four  matters  which  pressed 
upon  the  bankrupts.  Firsts  they  were  imable  to  provide  money 
and  materials  to  finish  the  ship  they  were  building  in  Liddle  dt 
Sutcliffe's  yard;  secondly,  Messrs.  Liddle  &  Sutdiffe's  assignees 
were  pressing  them  for  payment  of  £315  which  was  due  to  them 
for  the  purchase-money  of  the  tenancy  of  the  shipyard,  and  the 
fixtures,  materials,  and  timber  thereon;  thirdly,  the  Northern 
Counties  Loan  and  Discount  Company,  the  second  mortgagees  of 
the  ropery  and  works,  had  threatened  to  take  possession  of  and  sell 
them  unless  the  sum  of  £400  due  on  their  mortgage  was  paid ; 
and  fourthly,  the  Phoenix  Building  Society,  in  which  the  bank- 
rupts had  sixteen  £50  shares,  and  on  which  about  £180  arrears 
were  then  due,  were  about  to  forfeit  and  sell  the  shares  unless  the 
arrears  were  paid.  According  to  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Snowball 
and  Mr.  Wright,  his  solicitor,  Mr.  Snowball  refused  to  give  any 
assistance  to  Messrs.  Douglas  in  respect  of  these  difficulties  unless 
Messrs.  Douglas  would  give  him  security  for  the  whole  of  the 
past  debt,  then  amounting  to  nearly  £4000,  due  from  Messrs. 
Douglas  to  him,  but  promised  that  if  they  gave  him  such  security 
he  would  relieve  them  from  the  above-mentioned  liabilities  by 
taking  transfers  to  himself  of  the  mortgages  and  building  shares, 
advancing  money  to  pay  Liddle  &  Sutcliffes  assignees,  and  pur- 
chasing the  ship.    No  such  agreement,  however,  was  recited  in 
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the  mortgage  deed  or  the  bill  of  sale  of  the  ship,  nor  was  it  con- 
tained in  any  written  document.  The  County  Court  Judge  ap- 
peared 1;o  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  some  such  agreement 
was  actually  made,  but  the  Chief  Judge  was  of  a  contrar  opinion, 
and  "tViought  that  the  sole  real  object  of  the  whole  arrangement 
was  aixnply  to  protect  and  give  a  benefit  to  Mr.  Snowball. 

Oo   the  17th  of  November,  1869,  the  two  deeds  were  executed. 
The  first  'was  a  mortgage  expressed  to  be  made  between  Martin 
DofSfflc^s   and  John  Douglas  of  the  one  part,  and  SnowhaU  of  the 
other  pa.rt^  by  which,  after  reciting  the  title  of  the  partners  to  the 
ropery  and  paint  works,  and  the  mortgage  to  Mrs.  Stack,  and  that 
to  tli©    Northern  Counties  Loan  and  Discount  Company,  and  re- 
citiog*    tliat  the  mortgagors,  and  each  of  them,  were  indebted  to 
Snowball  in  various  sums  of  money  on  account  current,  the  amount 
of  wlLich.    bad  not  been  ascertained,  and  that  SnowhaU  was  also 
likely  "tliereafter  to  advance  other  sums  of  money  to  or  for  them 
and  e£tch  of  them,  and  had  incurred  and  might  thereafter  incur 
liabilities  for  them,  or  both  or  one  of  them,  and  that  it  had  been 
CLSTBeS^    that  the  payment  of  all  such  sums  of  money  then  due  or 
thereafter  to  become  due  to  Snouiball,  should  be  secured  in  manner 
therein  appearing,  the  mortgagors  jointly  and  severally  covenanted 
^ith    Snou^Hill  to  pay  on  demand  all  moneys  then  due  or  to 
become  due  from  the  mortgagors  or  either  of  them.     They  then 
conveyed  to  SnowhaU  in  fee,  subject  to  the  prior  mortgages,  the 
ropery  and  paintworks,  including  such  part  of  the  plant,  engines, 
boilers^    machinery,  utensils,    implements,  effects,  articles,  and 
things  in^  about,  or  belonging  to  the  said  rope  and  paintworks, 
hereditaments,  and  premises,  or  used  or  employed  in  or  about  the 
same  or  in  or  about  the  trade  or  business  carried  on  therein,  as 
were  of  the  nature  of  real  estate.     The  deed  also  contained  an  as- 
gjcrnxnent  to  SnowhaU  of  such  parts  of  the  plant,  machinery,  &c., 
33  ^eere  of  the  nature  of  personal  estate,  also  their  sixteen  shares 
in  the  Phoenix  Provident  Building  Society.    The  proviso  for  re- 
demption was  on  payment  on  demand  of  all  the  moneys  Mrhich 
then   were   or  at  any  time   thereafter  should  become  due    and 
owi^g  to  SnowhaU  from  the  mortgagors  or  either  of   them,  in- 
cluding interest  on  the  balance  which  should  remain  due  when 
the  account  current  between  them  was  closed  from  the  time  of  such 
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balance  becoming  dne,  and  interest  on  all  snch  sums  of  money  as 
SnowbdUf  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  should  be 
liable  to  or  had  engaged  or  guaranteed  to  pay  for  the  mortgagors  or 
either  of  them  from  the  time  or  separate  times  of  advanciDg  or 
paying  the  same.  The  deed  contained  a  power  to  Snowball  to 
take  possession  of  the  mortgaged  property  on  default  in  payment 
for  twenty-four  hours  after  demand  in  writing. 

The  bill  of  sale  was  expressed  to  be  made  between  John  Douglas 
of  the  first  part,  Martin  Douglas  of  the  second  part,  and  Snowball 
of  the  third  part  It  recited  the  contract  with  the  shipbuilders  to 
build  the  ship  for  J.  Douglas  dk  Co.,  and  two  charges  on  that 
contract  in  favour  of  George  Thompson  for  £1000  and  £500  re- 
spectively, and  that  the  building  of  the  ship  had  proceeded  ao  hr 
that  she  was  ready  for  launching,  and  that  John  Douglas  had  con- 
tracted to  sell  the  ship  to  Snowball  for  £220, subject  to  Thompsons 
charges,  and  that  Martin  Douglas,  being  a  partner  in  the  finn 
of  J,  Douglas  dk  Co.,  had  agreed  to  join  in  the  bill  of  sale  to 
ratify  and  confirm  the  same,  and  then  /.  Douglas,  in  consideration  of 
£220  expressed  to  be  paid  to  him,  assigned,  and  Martin  Douglas 
ratified  and  confirmed,  the  ship  to  SnowbaU  absolutely. 

Both  deeds  were  executed  by  Martin  Douglas  and  were  also 
executed  by  Moore  on  behalf  of  John  Douglas,  under  the  power  of 
attorney.  Mr.  Snowball  gave  Mr.  Wright  £420,  out  of  which  Mr. 
WriglU  paid  £220  to  Mr.  Moore  as  the  price  of  the  ship  which'Mr. 
Moore  retained  for  an  alleged  debt  due  to  him  from  the  partnership, 
and  paid  £200  to  IddcUe  dk  SutdijffVs  assignees.  It  was  not,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Lords  Justices,  clear  whether  the  £200  was  a  loan 
to  the  bankrupts,  or  either  of  them,  or  was  the  price  paid  by 
SnouAaU  for  the  ship's  stores.  After  the  deeds  were  executed  Mr. 
SnowbM  paid  off  the  prior  mortgages  on  the  ropery  and  the 
arrears  on  the  building  shares,  and  procured  those  mortgages  and 
the  shares  to  be  transferred  to  himself.  In  December,  1869, 
Mr.  SnowbaU  took  possession  of  the  ropery  and  the  machinery  and 
plant  therein,  and  sold  the  stock  in  trade. 

On  the  27th  of  April,  1870,  Martin  Douglas  and  John  Douglas 
were  adjudged  bankrupts,  the  act  of  bankruptcy  in  the  case  of 
Martin  Douglas  being  a  failure  to  pay  the  debt  claimed  in  a 
trader  debtor  summons  served  on  him  in  January,  1870,  and 
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in  tHe   c&se  of  John  BougbSy  thci  leariog  Mngland,  as  mentioned       L.  JX 
above.  1872 

On.  tho    8tli  of  February,  1872,  the  County  Court  Judge,  on  the     jsx  parte 
applioAtion  of  the  trustee,  made  an  order  declaring  that  the  mort-    Showball 
gage  deod  of  17th  of  November,  1869,  was  not  void  as  being  an  act  of    douglab. 
bauk:in:ipt>cy  or  fraudulent  as  against  the  creditors  of  the  banknipts». 
but  tlxat;  so  far  as  it  related  to  the  estate  and  interest  of  the  bank- 
rupt JoThTh  IDougloA  in  the  premises  comprised  therein  it  was  null 
and  voiil>  and  that  Snowball  and  the  trustee  in  bankruptcy  were 
tenariLi:s  in  common  of  the  ropery  and  paintworks,  and  other  pre- 
mises oomprised  in  the  deed,  subject  to  the  mortgage  and  charges 
eiKistin^  tbereon  before  the  execution  of  the  deed — that  the  bill 
of  salo    of  the  17th  of  November,  1869,  was  a  valid  bill  of  sale, 
and  tlxa-t  the  stock  in  trade  and  other  articles  which  had  been  sold 
by  Srhowbdll  for  £118  2a.  9i.  were  part  of  the  partnership  property 
of  tlie  l>ankrupt8,  and  were  not  comprised  in  the  mortgage  deed ; 
and  Sruyu^^  was  ordered  to  pay  over  that  sum  to  the  trustee. 

■JTbe  trustee  appealed  from  this  order,  except  that  part  of  it 
^wbielx  related  to  the  stock  in  trade  and  articles  sold  by  Snowball ; 
axid  Sf^otobaU  appealed  from  so  much  of  it  as  declared  that  the 
firsi*xnentioned  deed,  so  far  as  related  to  the  estate  and  interest  of 
Johth  I?ouglas,  was  null  and  void,  and  that  Snowball  and  the  trustee 
^vrere  tenants  in  common  of  the  ropery  and  paintworks  and  other 
-premises  comprised  therein ;  and  from  so  much  of  it  as  declared 
tba.t>  tbe  stock  in  trade  so  sold  by  Snowball  was  partnership  pro- 
T>erty  not  comprised  in  the  deed. 

On  tbe  11th  of  March,  1872,  the  Chief  Judge  made  an  order  on 
-tlie  tveo  appeals  by  which  his  Honour  discharged  the  declarations 
x^lating  to  the  mortgage  deed  and  the  bill  of  sale,  and  substituted 
ct  declaration  that  both  the  deed  and  bill  of  sale  were  null  and 
void  as  against  the  creditors  of  the  bankrupts,  and  dismissed  the 
appeal  of  SnowbaU  with  costs. 

jSnotpbaU  now  appealed  from  this  order. 

mr.  Be  Oex,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Winshw,  for  the  Appellant  :— 
The  mortgage  deed,  if  void,  can  only  be  void  because  it  is  an  act 
Qf  bankruptcy,  but  the  old  Acts  are  repealed,  and  this  deed,  which 
^as  executed  before  the  new  Act,  could  not  be  relied  on  as  an  act 
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of  bankruptcy  under  it.  Ex  parte  Bailey  (1) ;  Moffgs  r.  Hunt  (2). 
The  deed  can  only  be  void  by  relation:  Allen  v.  Bonnett  (3); 
Jones  V.  Harber  (4).  The  repealing  section  is  sect.  20  of  32  &  33 
Vict.  c.  83. 

[The  Lord  Justice  Hellish  : — ^Is  not  the  liability  to  be  made 
a  bankrupt  for  an  act  done  under  the  old  law  saved  by  that 
section  ?] 

We  submit  not  Suppose  an  act  of  bankruptcy  committed  before 
the  new  Act  which  under  the  new  is  not  an  act  of  bankniptcy. 

[The  Lord  Justice  James  : — I  see  no  reason  why  the  bankruptcy 
might  not  relate  back  to  that ;  but  that  question  does  not  arise. 
If  the  statute  had  made  some  new  act  of  bankruptcy  you  could 
not  treat  it  as  an  act  of  bankruptcy  unless  done  after  the  Act  came 
into  operation ;  but  here  the  act  was  an  act  of  bankruptcy  when 
done,  and  is  so  now.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  the  new  act  wipes 
out  all  previous  acts  of  bankruptcy  ?] 

That  would  be  reasonable. 

[The  Lord  Justice  James  : — ^I  should  say  it  would  be  very  un- 
reasonable. The  case  must  proceed  on  the  merits.  Tou  are  asking 
us  to  put  a  non-natural  construction  on  the  Act  in  order  to  produce 
an  absurd  result. 

The  Lord  Justice  Mellish  concurred.] 

SnowhaUs  advances  were  made  on  a  promise  that  he  should  have 
security :  Ex  parte  Tempest  (5). 

[The  Lord  Justice  Melush: — That  case  belongs  to  quite 
another  class;  it  related  to  fraudulent  preference.  In  order  to 
support  this  deed  must  there  not  have  been  an  agreement  to  give 
security  which  was  enforceable  in  equity  ?] 

We  submit  not :  Hviton  v.  CruttmU  (6) ;  Harris  v.  Bickett  (7). 
A  further  advance  was  made  at  the  time,  and  the  contract  was  a  hond 
fide  contract  made  with  a  view  of  enabling  the  debtors  to  continue 
their  business.  Even  a  small  present  advance  will  make  the  security 


(1)  Law  Rep.  13  Eq.  314. 

(2)  4  Ring.  212. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  5  Oh.  577. 


(4)  Law  Rep.  6  Q.  B.  77. 
(5)^lbid.  6  Oh.  70. 
(6)  1  E.  &  B.  15. 


(7)  4  H.  &  N.  1. 
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good  I    Lomax  v.  Buxion  (1) ;  Kevan  v.  Mawsm  (2) ;  Woodhmse  v.      L.  JJ. 
Mmnrtiy  (3)^    xhen  as  to  the  execution  by  John  Daufflas,  the  power       1872 
of  attorney  is  wide  enough  to  authorize  the  execution  of  this  deed.     aTorto 
Tho  Chief  Judge  seems  to  hare  thought  that  an  act  of  bankruptcy    ^^^^^^^ 
rovokod  it ;  but  we  submit  that  cannot  be  maintained,  and  that     Vovqlab. 
tlio  deed  is  as  good  as  if  executed  by  John  Douglas  in  person.    No 
doiibt  if  Snowball  had  notice  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy  the  assign- 
l>y  John  would  be  invalid  as  against  the  trustee;  but  we 
the  County  Court  Judge  was  right  in  holding  that  he  had 
not.        DBut  suppose  he  had,  we  contend  that  Martin's  execution 
aloxie  ^^as  sufficient,  for  one  partner  can  deal  with  the  assets ;  and 
tikis  xnxle,  we  submit,  applies  to  real  estate,  which  is  partnership  pro- 
as well  as  to  chattels.  :  Lindley  on  Partnership  (4)  ;  Harvey 
GriekeU  (5) ;  Morgan  v.  Marquis  (6) ;  Ex  parte  Robinson  (7). 
The  declarations  of  the  bankrupt  in  the  course  of  the  transactions 
are  ei^idence :  Bidley  y.  Ctyde  (8). 

£Tlie  Lords  Justices  : — ^In  that  case  the  declarations  of  the 
"bfitTxkrupt  were  admitted  as  evidence  of  his  intention.  You  can- 
not use  them  as  evidence  of  the  &ct&] 

^We  do  not  contend  that  the  de^,  if  treated  a&  executed  by 
Jllar/*»  alone,  can  be  a  good  security  for  his  private  debts ;  but  that 
is  no  reason  why  it  should  not  be  good  as  regards  partnership  debts. 

Mr.  LitUe,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  DoWa,  for  the  trustee  :— 

Both  the  Chief  Judge  and  the  County  Court  Judge  held  that 
John  had  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy ;  but  the  latter  thought 
that  Snowball  had  no  notice  and  that  actual  fraud  must  be  proved. 
In  this  we  submit  he  was  in  error :   In  re  Wood  (9).      Snowball 
tnew  facts  which  amounted  to  notice,  and  the  Court  will  not  enter 
into  the  question  whether  he  actually  drew  from  tliem  the  in- 
ference which  any  reasonable  man  must  have  drawn.     Unless  the 
execution  by  John  is  good  the  property  did  not  pass  ;  for  a  deed 
by  Martin  alone  would  only  pass  his  interest,  ».e.,  what  was  coming 

(1)  Law  Bep.  6  C.  P.  107.  (5)  5  M.  &  S.  336. 

(2)  19  W.  B.    1145 ;  24  L.  T.  (6)  9  Ex.  145. 
(N.S.)  395.                                                      O)  1  Mo°*^-  &  A.  18. 

(3)  Law  Bep.  2  Q.  B.  634.  (8)  9  Bing.  349. 

(4)  2nd  Ed.  p.  291.  (9)  Law  Bep.  7  Ch.  30?. 
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to  him  after  the  debts  of  the  firm  were  paid.  It  was  contended, 
that  as  a  partner  he  ooold  dispose  of  it;  but  a  partner  can  only 
bind  his  co-partner  by  the  law  merchant  and  by  some  insfarament 
coming  within  the  scope  of  the  partnership  authority,  which  a  deed 
does  not :  Chitty  on  Contracts  (1) ;  Barrison  y.  Jaekson  (2).  More- 
over,  the  deed  is  of  such  a  nature  as  to  be  clearly  beyond  the 
powers  of  a  partner.  It  therefore  only  could  pass  Mdrtin'9  interest, 
the  nature  of  which  is  shewn  hjDuttan  y.  Morrison  (3).  IrBow- 
ker  y.  Bv/rdekin  (4)  an  assignment  by  one  partner,  similar  to  the 
present,  was  held  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  Then,  as  to  the  execution 
by  John. 

[The  LoBDS  Justices  : — ^You  need  not  address  yourself  to  that ; 
the  power  of  attorney  could  not  authorize  a  deed  providing  for 
separate  debts  of  Martin^ 

A  substantial  exception  from  the  debtor's  property  is  requisite 
to  make  the  deed  not  an  act  of  bankruptcy :  Ea  parte  Foxley,  Be 
Nurse  (5).  The  Court  cannot,  as  a  jury,  find  that  this  was  a  bond 
fide  arrangement  to  keep  the  business  going :  Lindon  y.  Sharp  (6) ; 
Ex  parte  Sparrow  (7) ;  Ex  parte  Bailey  (8) ;  Lacon  y.  Liffen  (9). 

Mr.  Be  Oex,  in  reply,  on  the  question  of  the  power  of  a  partner 
to  deal  with  the  real  estate,  referred  to  Story  on  Partnership  (10) ; 
Thomlonr.  Dixon  (11);  Darby  y.  Darby  (12);  Balmain  v.  Shore  (13); 
Juggeewundas  y.  Bamdas  (14) ;  Bank  of  England  Case  (15). 


May  30.    The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by 

Sib  6.  Mellish,  L.  J.,  who,  after  stating  the  facts  of  the  case, 
for  the  most  part  in  the  same  terms  as  above,  continued : — 

We  have  now  to  determine  whether  the  execution  of  the  mort- 
gage deed  by  either  of  the  bankrupts  was  valid,  and  if  the  deed 

(1)  Page  236.  (8)  3  D.  M.  &  G.  634. 

(2)  7  T.  R.  207.  (9)  7  L.  T.  (N.S.)  775 ;  4  GiflF.  75. 

(3)  17  Ves.  193.  (10)  Sects.  92,  93,  94. 

(4)  11  M.  &  W.  128.  (11)  3  Bra  C.  0. 199. 

(5)  Law  Rep.  3  Ch.  515.  (12)  8  Drew.  495. 

(6)  6  Man.  &  G.  895.  (13)  9  Ves.  600. 

(7)  2  D.  M.  &  G.  907.  (14)  2  Moo.  Ind.  App.  487. 

(ir*^  3  D,  F.  &  J.  645. 
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was   a   valid  deed  bo  far  as  regards  its  execution  by  one  of  the 
bankropts,  but  was  invalid  as  respects  the  other,  what  interest  in 
the  partnership  property  passed  to  Mr.  Snowball  under  the  deed  ? 
The  County  Court  Judge  held  that  the  execution  of  the  deed  by 
Mr.  Jlfbo^e  on  behalf  of  John  Doughs  under  the  power  of  attorney    d^i-^*^ 
was  invalid,  upon  the  ground  that  the  power  of  attorney  was  con- 
fined to  John  Douglas's  private  affairs,  and  did  not  extend  to  part- 
nership  matters ;  and  we  entirely  concur  in  that  opinion.    It  was 
argtied  before  us  that  the  power  of  attorney  gave  express  power  to 
sell  the  ship,  and  that  the  ship  was  proved  by  the  accounts  to  be 
partnersliip  property,  and  that  therefore  the  power  of  attorney 
ought  to  he  held  to  extend  generally  to  partnership  matters.    The 
powor  of  attorney,  however,  refers  to  the  ship  as  if  it  was  the  pri- 
vate   property  of  John,  and  there  was  reason  for  this,  because  the 
ship  had.    been  previously  mortgaged  to  Thompson  by  John  in  his 
own  nam© ;  and  we  do  not  think  that,  because  the  power  of  attorney 
gives  lULoore  express  power  to  sell  the  ship,  therefore  it  ought  to 
be   coxistrued  in  other  respects  to  extend  to  partnership  affairs. 
The    Chief  Judge  held  that  the  power  of  attorney  was  rendered 
invalid,    by  the  act  of  bankruptcy  committed  by  John  Douglas  in 
quitting  the  kingdom,  and  that  therefore  the  mortgage  deed  was 
never  executed  by  John  Douglas.    We  agree  that  the  execution  of 
the  mortgage  deed  by  Mr.  Moore  on  behalf  of  John  Douglas  was 
invalid  on  this  ground,  and  if  Mr.  Snowball,  at  the  time  the  deed 
was  executed,  had  notice  that  John  Douglas  had  committed  an  act 
of  bankruptcy,  a  question  we  shall  subsequently  have  to  consider 
with  reference  to  the  validity  of  the  bill  of  sale  of  the  ship,  the 
execution  would  be  invalid  on  that  ground  also. 

The  next  question  to  be  determined  is,  was  the  execution  of  the 
deed  by  Martin  Douglas  an  act  of  bankruptcy  ?    The  County  Court 
Judge  held  that  the  advance  of  £160  by  Mr.  Snowball  to  Mariin 
Douglas  between  the  20th  of  October  and  the  17th  of  November, 
to  enable  him  to  pay  wages,  on  the  express  promise  that  he  should 
have  a  security  on  the  ropery  and  should  be  paid  out  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  ship  when  sold ;  the  sum  of  £400  paid  to  the  Northern 
CourUies  Loan  and  Discount  Company,  who  had  threatened  to  enter 
upon  and  sell  the  ropery ;  the  £420  paid  for  the  purchase  of  the 
ship*  '^th  all  the  sails,  ropes,  timber,  materials,  and  other  things 
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1872       building  society,  which  had  threatened  to  declare  the  shares  ibr- 

22^^^     feited,  making  together  £1064,  were  a  present  equivalent  for  the 

SsowBAix    transfer  of  the  property,  and,  according  to  the  later  decisions  on 

Douglas,     the  subject^  prevented  the  execution  of  the  deed  by  Martin  Dougias 

being  an  act  of  bankruptcy.    The  Chief  Judge  did  not  think  it 

was  made  out  that  any  sum  had  been  advanced  by  !Mr.  Snowball 

upon  a  promise  that  he  should  have  a  security  on  the  ropery,  and 

appears  to  have  treated  the  other  sums  as  sums  voluntarily  paid 

by  Mr.  Snowball  for  protecting  his  own  security,  and  not  as  present 

advances  made  for  the  benefit  of  the  bankrupts;  and  he  also  points 

out  that  the  deed  is  one  by  which  Martin  Douglas  professes  to 

pledge,  not  only  the  partnership  property  for  an  antecedent  debt, 

but  engages  the  partnership  property  for  the  payment  of  any 

separate  debt  of  his  own  then  due,  or  any  debt  which  may  become 

due  afterwards. 

Upon  consideration  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  circumstance  of 
the  deed  professing  to  pledge  partnership  property  for  the  present 
and  future  separate  debts  of  Martin  Douglas  and  John  Douglas 
makes  the  execution  of  the  deed  on  the  part  of  Martin  Douglas  an 
act  of  bankruptcy.  It  is  clear  that  at  the  time  he  executed  the 
deed  Martin  Douglas  knew  that  both  the  firm  and  himself  per- 
sonally were  insolvent  The  firm  owed  £5000  to  general  creditors 
in  addition  to  the  £4000  they  owed  Mr.  Snouibatt,  and  after  the 
execution  of  the  deed  they  had  not  at  the  utmost  more  than  £600 
or  £700  of  assets  to  pay  their  debts.  Martin  Douglas  had  the 
same  day  by  bill  of  sale  transferred  his  household  furniture  to 
another  son,  and  after  that  had  no  personal  property  left  We  are 
also  of  opinion  that  Martin  Douglas  must  be  treated  as  having 
had  notice  that  his  son  and  partner  John  Douglas  had  committed 
an  act  of  bankruptcy.  He  knew  all  the  circumstances  under 
which  John  had  left  the  country  and  was  remaining  abroad. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  it  is  a  fraud  upon  the  creditors  of  a  part- 
nership for  a  partner  who  knows  that  his  firm  is  insolvent  to 
transfer  partnership  assets  to  a  creditor  of  his  own,  or  to  give  a 
security  over  the  partnership  assets  for  his  own  private  debt^  or  for 
future  advances  to  be  made  to  himsel£  Such  a  transfer  necessarily 
tends  to  defeat  the  creditors  of  the  partnership,  and  to  prevent  the 
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propor   distribution  of  the  assets  under  the  bankrnpt  law.    It  was 
admitted,    in   the  argument  before     us  that  the  deed  would  not 
give  ]Mlr«  Sn>owbxll  a  valid  security  on  the  j^artuership  property  for 
private    debts  owing  to  him  by  Martin  Doujlas  ;  but  it  was  con- 
tended, trliat  the  deed  might  notwithstanding  be  valid,  so  far  as  it 
gave  &    security  for  partnership  debts.     We  do  not  see  how,  upon 
a  qvLestJLon    whether  the  execution  of  a  particular  deed  is  an  act 
of  bctnlLruptcy,  one  part  of  the  deed  can  be  separated  from  the 
rest.        Xf  by  any  part  of  a  deed  authority  is  given  to  apply  partner- 
ship    property  transferred  by  the  deed  to  purposes  which  are  a 
fraud   upori  the  creditors  of  the  partnership,  we  think  the  execution 
of  th^  doed  makes  a  fraudulent  transfer  of  property,  and  is  tliere- 
fore    aj:x    act  of  bankruptcy.     We  may  also  observe  that  if  John 
Do'UffZcvs    bad  executed  the  deed  the  partnership  property  would 
plainly  bave  been  transferred  as  a  security  for  the  several  debts  of 
the    "pa-rtuers  unless  they  were  held  to  have  committed  acts  of 
bankmptcy  ;  and  the  ease  of  Botvker  v.  Burdekin  (1)  is  a  direct 
authority  that  where  a  deed  to  which  all  the  partners  in  a  firm  are 
luade     parties  would  operate  if  executed  by  all  as  a  fraudulent 
transfer    of  partnership  property,  each  party  commits  an  act  of 
bankruptcy  at  the  time  he  executes  the  deed,  unless  he  executes 
the  deed  as  an  escrow. 

J^CLrtin  Douglas,  by  executing  the  deed,  did  all  that  could  be 
done  on  liis  part  to  make  the  partnership  property  a  security  for 
tbe  several  debts  of  himself  and  his  son  John;  and  as  this  would 
necessarily  tend,  if  carried  out,  to  deprive  the  creditors  of  the 
r^artnership  of  their  just  rights  to  have  the  partnership  property 
ar>T>li®^  in  payment  of  the  partnership  debts,  we  think  he  must  be 
beld  thereby  to  have  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy. 

We  therefore  are  of  opinion  that  the  mortgage  deed  did  not,  as 
against  the  creditors,  validly  transfer  any  part  of  the  partnership 
r)roperty  professed  to  be  assured  by  it  to  Mr.  Snowball^  and  this 
rnakes  it  unnecessary  for  ua  to  consider  what  would  have  beeu  the 
leeral  effect  of  the  deed  if  the  execution  of  it  by  Martin  Douglas 
bad  »ot  been  an  act  of  bankruptcy. 

Tbe  remaining  question  to  be  considered  is,  whether  the  bill  of 
ale  of  the  ship  was  valid.     The  County  Court  Judge  held  that 

(1)  11  M.  &  W.  128. 
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L.  JJ.  the  power  of  attorney  authorized  Mr.  Moore  to  effect  a  sale  of  the 
1872  ship,  and  as  he  came  to  the  conclusion  that  Mr.  Snowball  had  not 
Ex  fKuie  i^otice  that  John  Douglas  had  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  he 
Snowball  jj^id  the  sale  of  the  ship  valid.  The  Chief  Judge  held  that  the 
DoroLAs.  power  of  attorney  was  revoked  by  tlie  act  of  bankruptcy  com- 
mitted  by  John,  and  that  therefore  the  bill  of  sale  of  the  ship  was 
not  validly  executed  on  behalf  of  John  Douglas.  In  the  report 
of  his  judgment  laid  before  us  it  is  not  in  terms  stated  whether 
he  thought  that  Mr.  Snowball  had  notice  of  the  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy committed  by  John,  though  we  have  little  doubt^  from  the 
general  tenor  of  his  judgment,  that  he  would  have  held,  if  he  had 
thought  it  necessary,  that  he  had  such  notice.  We  are  of  opinion 
that  though,  no  doubt,  as  a  general  rule,  a  power  of  attorney  must 
be  treated  as  revoked  by  an  act  of  bankruptcy  committed  by  the 
giver  of  the  power  as  against  the  trustee  under  a  subsequent  bank- 
ruptcy, still  if  after  the  act  of  bankruptcy  but  before  the  adjudica- 
tion property  is  conveyed  under  the  power  to  a  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser, who  has  no  notice  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  the  purchaser 
may  hold  the  property  as  against  the  trustee.  It  is  obvious  that  a 
power  of  attorney  is  not  revoked  for  all  purposes  by  an  act  of 
bankruptcy  committed  by  the  giver  of  the  power,  because,  if  no 
adjudication  follows,  a  sale  under  the  power  is  binding  on  the  giver 
himself;  and  wherever  a  sale  would  be  binding  on  a  bankrupt,  if 
no  adjudication  follows  it  is  binding  on  the  trustee  under  a  subse- 
quent adjudication  if  the  purchaser  had  no  notice  of  an  act  ot 
bankruptcy  having  been  committed  by  the  seller  at  the  time  of 
the  sale. 

It  appears  to  us,  therefore,  necessary  to  consider  whether  Mr. 
Snowball  had  on  the  17th  of  November,  1869,  notice  that  John 
Douglas  had  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  The  facts  and  evi- 
dence material  to  this  question  are,  we  think,  correctly  stated  by 
the  County  Court  Judge  in  his  judgment : — [His  Lordship  here 
read  the  passages  which  are  given  above  from  the  judgment  of  the 
County  Court  Judge.]  Now  it  is  clear  from  the  language  of  the 
learned  County  Court  Judge,  that  he  thought — and  in  this  respect 
we  agree  with  him — that  Mr.  Snowball  knew  facts  which  were  in 
themselves  suflGicient  to  lead  his  mind  to  the  conclusion  that  John 
Doughy  b^^d  left  England  with  intent  to  defeat  and  delav  his 
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creditors,  and  had  therefore  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy ;  but       l*  JJ« 
becAiise  Mr.  Snowball  states  in  his  affidavit  that  he  did  not  in  fact        1872 
draw  tlxe  inference  that  John  Douglas  intended  to  defeat  and  delay     Ex  parte 
his    creditors  the  County  Court  Judge  thought  himself  bound  to    Skowbali. 
find  thett  Mr.  Snowball  had  not  notice  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  We     DouaiiAB. 
carinot;  agree  that  this  was  a  proper  mode  of  deciding  the  question.        " 
It    ctppears  to  us  that  if  a  person  is  proved  to  know  facts  which 
canst^it^ute  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  or  is  proved  to  know  facts  from 
wlxioli  a  Court  or  a  jury,  or  any  impartial  person,  would  naturally 
and  properly  infer  that  an  act  of  bankruptcy  had  been  committed, 
ho  ougbt  to  be  held  to  have  had  notice  that  an  act  of  bankruptcy 
had  been  committed,  and  that  the  Court  ought  not  to  enter  upon 
the  inquiry  whether  he  did  in  his  own  mind  believe  that  an  act  of 
bankruptcy  had  been  committed,  or  whether  he  did  in  his  own 
m.ind  draw  the  inference  that  the  bankrupt  intended  to  defeat  and 
delay  bis  creditors.    A  person  may  be  proved  to  have  had  notice 
tliat>    an  act  of  bankruptcy  had  been  committed,  either  by  proof 
tlaat;  He  had  received  formal  notice  that  an  act  of  bankruptcy  had 
been  committed,  or  by  proof  that  he  knew  facts  which  were  suffi- 
cient  to  inform  him  that  an  act  of  bankruptcy  had  been  committed. 
j£  lie  is  proved  to  have  received  a  formal  notice  he  is  not  allowed 
to  escape  from  the  effect  of  having  had  notice  by  saying  he  had 
not  read  it  when  he  ought  to  have  read  it,  or  that  he  did  not 
l>elieve  it  when  he  had  read  it ;  and  we  think  if  he  is  proved  to 
Ixave  known  facts  which  were  suflScient  to  have  informed  him  that 
a.n  act  of  bankruptcy  had  been  committed,  he  cannot  be  allowed 
to  escape  from  the  effect  of  having  had  notice  by  saying  he  did  not 
draw  the  natural  inference  from  the  facts.    We  are  therefore  of 
opinion  that  Mr.  SnowbaU  had  on  the  17th  of  November  notice 
tbat  John  Douglas  had  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  that 
therefore  the  sale  of  the  ship  was  invalid. 

The  result  is,  that  the  judgment  of  the  Chief  Judge  was,  in  our 
opinion,  correct  on  all  points,  and  that  the  appeal  must  be 
dismissed  with  costs. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Torr,  Janeway,  &  Co, ;  Messrs.  Bdl,  Brodriek, 
d:  Gray. 
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[1871    L.    33.] 

Foreign  Government — Enforcing  Contract — Deposit  in  this  Country — Paf^ 

ment — Certificates  refused. 

Where  a  foreign  government  has  made  a  contract  in  this  eountry,  and  has 
lodged  money  in  the  hands  of  agents  in  this  conntry  for  payment  of  the 
sums  to  hecome  due  under  the  contract,  the  Court  will  not  refuse  relief  to 
the  contractor  because  the  contract  was  with  a  foreign  government^  nor 
because  the  foreign  government  does  not  appear  before  the  Court. 

Where  goods  are  to  be  paid  for  when  received,  and  money  is  lodged  for 
X)ayment  on  the  production  of  certificates  from  an  agent  of  the  purchaser,  the 
Court,  if  certificates  are  refused,  may  direct  an  inquiry  and  order  payment  of 
what  is  due  to  the  contractor  who  has  supplied  the  goods. 

The  French  Government  contracted  in  England  for  the  purchase  of  a 
large  number  of  cartridges,  which  were  to  be  inspected,  and  when  accepted 
were  to  be  paid  for  through  the  French  ambassador;  and  bankers  in  England, 
who  had  in  their  hands  funds  belonging  to  the  French  Government,  wrote  to 
the  contractor  in  England  that  a  special  credit  for  £40,000  had  been  opened 
in  his  favour,  and  would  be  paid  to  him  upon  receipt  of  certificates  from 
the  French  ambassador.  Some  cartridges  were  supplied  and  paid  for,  and 
others  were  delivered  to  agents  for  the  French  Government ;  but  other  agents 
of  the  French  Government  alleged  that  the  time  for  the  delivery  had  expired. 
Certificates  were  refused,  and  the  bankers  refused  to  make  any  further  pay- 
ments. The  contractor  thereupon  filed  his  bill  against  the  bankers  and  the 
French  Government,  praying  to  have  the  balance  of  the  £40,000  brought  into 
Court,  and  for  an  inquiry  and  payment.  The  French  Government  did  not 
appear.  The  bankers  were  ordered  to  bring  the  money  into  Court;  and 
the  contractor  was  declared  to  be  entitled  to  payment  for  all  cartridges 
delivered  under  the  contract;  and  inquiries  what  cartridges  had  been 
delivered  were  directed. 

Decree  of  Malins,  V.C.,  affirmed,  with  variations. 

P.  A.  LABIVlijBE,  the  Plaintiflf  in  this  case,  and  one  E.  B.  des 
Minierea,  in  November,  1870,  entered  into  a  contract  with  Leon 
Gamletiay  who  was  then  acting  as  Minister  of  War  for  the  Com- 
mittee or  Government  of  the  National  Defence  in  France^  and  the 
other  members  of  that  Committee  or  Government,  acting  by  M. 
JovJin,  their  agent  in  this  country.  This  contract  was  dated  the 
30th  of  November,  1870,  and  was  signed  by  the  Minister  of  War 
and  M.  Joulin,  and  wiEW,  as  translated,  in  the  words  following : — 

"  War  Department. 
'^  Contract  with  Messrs.  Bellot  des  Minieres  and  Lariviere  to 
supply  ball  cartridges  for  rifles,  model  1866. 
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*'  Between  the  undersignedy  M.  B^oi  des  Minieres  and  M.  La-        L.  c. 
^ivierey  both  of  whom  reside  in  London^  and  the  Minister  of  War,         1872 
represented  by  M.  JoiUin,  his  delegate  in  London,  the  following    LABm^Bs 
agreement  has  been  made : — 

*'  Messrs.  Bdlot  des  Minieres  and  Lariviere  engage  themselyes  to 
^npply  the  French  Govemment  20,000,000  ball  cartridges  for  rifles 
according  to  model  1866,  at  the  rate  of  150  francs  per  1000. 

**  The  delivery  will  take  place  in  London,  in  lots  of  25,000  or 
more,  in  cases  or  barrels  of  uniform  model,  containing  about  3000 
-each. 

"  These  cases  or  barrels  will  bear  particular  and  distinct  marks 
indicating  their  contents  and  the  model  of  the  cartridge. 

"  Out  of  the  20,000,000  cartridges  to  supply,  7,000,000  must  be 
delivered  before  the  5th  of  December,  and  the  remainder  before 
^he  10th  of  January,  1871 ;  and  time  will  be  considered  the 
essence  of  the  contract. 

"  The  cartridges  will  contain  five  grammes  (French  weight)  of 
fine  English  musket  powder,  and  will  be  tried  in  London  by  a 
French  delegate  charged  with  this  office,  who  will  deliver  a  certi- 
ficate stating  that  the  cartridges  are  efficient  for  war  service,  and 
serviceable  for  the  rifles  of  the  model  1866. 

**  Experiments  will  be  made  by  trying  fifty  cartridges  taken 
out  of  the  bulk  of  each  lot,  and  must  not  contain  more  than  5% 

rejected. 

"  Any  lot  containing  a  greater  percentage  of  rejected  cartridges 
will  not  be  accepted. 

"  The  lots  will,  immediately  after  having  been  duly  accepted  on 
the  responsibility  of  the  delegate  of  the  Minister  of  War  in  London, 
he  paid  for  through  the  care  of  the  French  ambassador,  who  will 
issue  cheques  for  the  amount. 

•'  The  contractors  cannot  claim  acceptance  of  any  of  the  mer- 
chandise after  the  10th  of  January,  1871,  and  cannot  claim  any 
indemnity  for  goods  supplied  after  the  hereinbefore  stipulated  time." 
In  consequence  of  the  war  and  the  diflSculties  of  communication 
the  Plaintiff,  as  he  alleged,  before  incurring  the  responsibility  of 
buying  materials,  &c.,  required  the  delegates  of  the  Committee  of 
^rational  Defence  to  deposit  in  the  hands  of  the  Defendants  Mor- 
^an  &  Gooch  a  sum  of  £40,000.    Messrs.  Morgan  d:  Gooch  were 
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L.  G.       bankers  in  London,  and,  as  financial  agents  for  the  then  French 

1872        Govemmenty  had  lately  raised  a  loan  of  £10,000,000^  in  respect  of 

XiABiviEBE    which  they  had  large  sums  of  money  in  their  hands,  and  by  the 

MonaAN      direction  of  M.  Jotilin,  who,  under  the  orders  of  the  then  French 

Government,  had  a  large  credit  with  them,  they  wrote  to  Lariviere 

and  Des  Minieres  a  letter,  dated  the  1st  of  December,  1870,  as 
follows : — 

•*  Gentlemen, — We  are  instructed  by  Mr.  L,  Joulin  to  advise  you 
that  a  special  credit  for  the  sum  of  £40,000  (say  forty  thousand 
pounds),  equivalent  to  frs.1,000,000  (one  million  francs),  has  been 
opened  with  us  in  your  favour,  and  that  it  will  be  paid  to  you  rate- 
ably  as  the  goods  are  delivered  upon  receipt  of  certificates  of 
reception  issued  by  the  French  ambassador  or  by  Mr.  L.  Jovlin. 

"  We  shall  require  receipts  in  duplicate  for  the  payment  or  pay- 
ments as  made,  and  the  surrender  of  this  letter  on  the  final  pay- 
ment under  it  being  made." 

Des  Minieres  afterwards  withdrew  from  the  contract,  and  Lari- 
vtere  alone  proceeded  with  it,  bought  materials,  and  employed 
people  to  make  cartridges.  He  supplied  70,000  cartridges,  which 
were  accepted  by  the  agents  for  the  French  Government,  and  duly 
paid  for  by  Morg<m  &  Oooch.  M.  Joulin  afterwards  gave  directions 
for  alterations  to  be  made  in  the  manufacture,  and  promised,  as- 
Lariviere  alleged,  to  obtain  a  prolongation  of  the  time,  and  the 
Plaintiff  alleged  that  in  consequence  of  these  alterations  he  was 
prevented  from  delivering  the  rest  ot  the  cartridges  by  the  10th  of 
January,  1871. 

On  the  13th  of  January,  1871,  Messrs.  Morgan  dt  Oooch  sent  a 
letter  to  Des  Minieres  and  Lariviere,  as  follows : — 

^  Mr.  Joulin  now  informs  us  that,  as  the  time  has  already  expired 
within  which  the  deliveries  of  goods  were  to  be  made,  and  to  pay 
for  which  this  credit  was  opened,  no  further  deliveries  can  be  made 
under  it,  and  we  are  not  to  make  any  further  payments  in  virtue 
of  it 

**  Under  these  circumstances,  in  accordance  with  his  instructions, 
we  request  that  you  will  return  us  our  letter  dated  the  1st  ultimo, 
and  take  note  that  the  credit  advised  therein  is  withdrawn  and 
cancelled." 
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Some  cases  of  cartridges  had,  however,  been  duly  inspected  and        L.  O. 
accepted  by  the  officers  of  the  French  Government  on  the  10th  of        1872 
January,  and  others  were  inspected  after  the  13th  of  January,  but     LAm^^baa 
the  officers  afterwards  refused  to  inspect  or  accept  any  more  •• 

<5artridge8.     The  agents  had,  moreover,  refused  to  grant  certificates        ^^^^''• 
for  those  which  had  been  accepted. 

M.  Lariviere,  therefore,  being  unable  to  obtain  payment  for  these 
cartridges,  in  February,  1871,  filed  a  bill  against  Morgan,  Oooch, 
Des  Minieres,  and  the  nine  persons  who  had,  in  November,  1870, 
formed  the  Committee  or  G-ovemment  of  the  National  Defence 
which  bill  was  afterwards  amended  by  striking  out  the  nme 
members  of  the  Government  as  Defendants,  and  making  the 
French  Republic  a  Defendant. 

The  bill  as  amended  stated  as  above  mentioned,  and  alleged  that 
the  Government  was,  in  January,  1871,  engaged  in  negotiating 
terms  of  peace,  and  accordingly  its  officers  and  agents,  vexatiously 
and  contrary  to  good  faith,  refused  to  grant  proper  certificates  as 
to  the  cartridges ;  that  the  Plaintiff  had  2,000,000  of  cartridges  on 
hand,  and  had  been  obliged  to  dispose  of  plant  and  materials  at  a 
ruinous  loss.  And  the  bill  prayed  a  declaration  that  Morgan  dt 
Oooeh  held  the  residue  of  the  £40,000  upon  trust  to  pay  to  the 
Plaintiff  the  sums  due  to  him  under  the  contract^  and  as  a  security 
to  him  for  the  payment  of  these  sums,  and  prayed  for  inquiries  and 
accounts,  and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  Morgan  db  Oooeh  from 
parting  with  the  residue  of  the  £40,000. 

Morgan  dt  Oooeh^  by  their  answer,  said  that  they  had  had  large 
6ums  of  money  in  their  hands,  which  they  held  pursuant  to 
the  orders  of  the  French  Government  of  National  Defence,  and 
when  directed  by  that  Government  to  open  a  credit  with  any  per- 
son, they  did  so  accordingly ;  but  from  time  to  time,  under  the 
direction  of  that  Government,  they  carried  the  balance  standing  to 
any  particular  credit  back  to  the  general  account  of  the  French 
Oovernment.  No  separate  credit  was  opened  in  their  books  with 
respect  to  this  particular  contract,  but  a  note  was  made  on  M. 
Joulin^s  account;  and  in  pursuance  of  proper  certificates  as  to 
the  cartridges,  they  had  paid  £5,313.  They  professed  ignorance 
BS  to  most  of  the  matters  in  question  in  the  suit,  and  stated  that 
i^he  Government  of  the  National  Defence  had  long  ceased  to  exist. 
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and  that  the  moneys  in  question  were  now  the  property  of  the 
French  Eepublic. 

Some  eyidence  was  entered  into  by  the  Flaiatiff  which,  as  appears 
from  the  judgments  of  the  Vice-chancellor  Malins  and  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  was  not  sufficient  to  shew  what  he  was  entitled  to  be 
paid.  The  Defendants  Morgan  &  Oooch  did  not  enter  into  any 
evidence,  and  the  French  Bepublic  did  not  appear. 

The  suit  came  on  to  be  heard  before  the  Vice-Chancellor  Malin$, 
who  directed  that  the  French  Goyernment  should  be  respectfully 
inyited  to  appear  and  contest  the  matter.  The  French  ambassador,, 
howeyer,  took  no  notice  of  the  inyitation,  and  the  suit  came  on  to 
be  heard  in  the  absence  of  the  French  Goyernment. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  made  a  declaration  that  the  PlaintifT  was 
entitled  to  be  paid  out  of  the  £40,000,  and  that  the  time  had  been 
waived  by  the  French  Government;  and  he  directed  inquiries 
accordingly,  and  ordered  the  balance  of  the  £40,000  to  be  brought 
into  Court  (1). 


(1)  1872;  March  5. 

Sm  R.  Malins,  V.C.  :— 

His  Honour  stated  the  facts  of  the 
case,  and  said  that  it  was  clear  that 
the  Plaintiff  had  required  this  separate 
account  to  he  opened,  and  that  without 
it  he  would  not  have  entered  into  the 
contract.  It  was  true  that  the  Plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  payment  out  of  this 
account  only  on  the  production  of  the 
proper  certificates  by  M.  Joulin^  or  by 
some  other  agent,  but  it  did  not  follow 
that  because  M.  Joviin  refused  to  give 
any  certificate  Morgan  &  Oooch  were  to 
be  at  liberty  to  repudiate  the  rights  of 
the  Plaintiff.  Gould  it  be  contended 
that  the  French  Government  were  at 
liberty  to  induce  the  Plaintiff  to  enter 
into  this  contract  on  the  faith  of  this 
deposit^  and  the  very  next  day  to  re- 
quire Morgan  A  Oooch  to  re-transfer  the 
deposit?  Of  course  no  foreign  govern- 
ment could  be  sued  in  this  Court,  as 
was  clearly  laid  down  in  Wadsworth  v. 
Queen  of  Spain  (17  Q.  B.  171),  nor  could 


the  agents  of  a  foreign  government 
be  sued :  Oladstone  v.  Ottoman  Bank 
(1H.&M.505);  and  if  there  had  been 
no  deposit,  no  bill  like  this  for  the  execu- 
tion of  a  contract  could  have  been  main- 
tained. But  here  it  was  the  very  object 
of  the  Plaintiff  to  have  a  deposit  in  thia 
country  as  a  security. 

Then  Morgan  &  Oooch  said  that  th& 
contract  had  not  been  performed,  and 
in  this  there  was  the  difficulty  that  the 
French  Government  did  not'  appear^ 
though  they  had  been  most  respectfully 
invited  to  submit  the  question  to  the 
Court.  Still  Morgan  &  Oooch  had  en- 
gaged to  hold  this  money  for  the  benefit 
of  the  Plaintiff  if  he  performed  the  con* 
tract,  and  until  it  was  ascertained  that 
he  had  not  done  so,  they  could  not  he 
at  liberty  to  hand  the  money  back  to 
their  principals.  They  must  be  con- 
sidered as  stakeholders,  and  as  bound 
to  bring  the  money  into  Court,  to  al»de 
the  decision  of  the  Court  as  to  whether 
the  contract  was  or  was  not  performed. 

Although  the  French  Government 
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The  Defendants  Morgan  db  Gooeh  appealed. 

Mr,  Pearson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  C.  HaU,  for  the  Appellants : — 

If  this  money  had  been  set  apart,  and  made  a  separate  credit 
for  the  Plaintiff^  the  case  might  be  different ;  but  it  was  merely  ft 
special  credit  on  certain  conditions.     If  the  Plaintiff  had  the  cer« 
tificates,  perhaps  Morgan  &  Chooh  would  have  been  liable  ;  but  he 
asks  the  Court  to  decide  whether  the  certificates  ought  not  to  hare 
been  given,  tbat  is,  to  enforce  a  contract  against  a  foreign  go- 
vernment ;  and  this  the  Court  cannot  do.     It  is  true  that  Morgan 
&  Oooch  are  before  the  Court,  but  to  order  them  to  pay  would  be 
merely  to  do  that  in  an  indirect  manner  which  the  Court  could 
not  do  directly.     We  have  always  held  these  moneys  entirely  at 


had  not  appeared,  and  although  Messrs. 
Morgan  &  Oooch  had  entered  into  no 
evidence  beyond  their  answer,  still  they 
had  appeared  and  had  argued  the  case, 
not  as  stakeholders,  bat  really  on  behalf 
of  the  French  Grovemment.  A  decree 
must  be  made  for  an  inquiry  whether 
the  Plaintiff  had  performed  the  contract, 
and  as  to  what  was  due  to  him  under 
it ;  and  the  French  Government  must 
be  invited  to  appear  on  the  inquiry ; 
and  if  the  French  Government  did  not 
appear,  the  inquiry  must  go  on  in  their 
absence. 

On  the  question  of  law  whether, 
when  a  British  subject  had  oontiacted 
with  a  foreign  government  to  deliver 
goods,  and  had  required  the  security  of 
a  deposit,  the  foreign  government  could 
keep  the  goods  and  withdraw  the  de- 
XX)sit^  Oladstane  v.  Muswrus  Bey  (I  H.  & 
M.  495)  was  an  authority ;  and  though 
the  order  was  there  made  upon  an  inter- 
locutory application  only,  it  followed 
that  a  similar  order  would  be  made  at  the 
hearing ;  and,  as  was  said  in  that  case,  al- 
though the  Court  cannot  proceed  against 
an  ambassador,  it  has  jurisdiction  over 
the  fund.  So,  if  a  foreign  government 
contracted  a  loan  in  this  country,  and 
as  a  security  for  payment  of  interest,  de- 


posited a  certain  sum  of  money  in  the 
hands  of  bankers  here,  it  was  clear  that 
the  foreign  government,  having  ob- 
tained the  loan,  would  not  be  allowed 
immediately  to  withdraw  the  fund  so 
deposited. 

No  doubt  Morgan  &  Oooch  were  not 
bound  to  pay  the  Plaintiff  without  the 
certificates,  but  it  did  not  therefore 
follow  that  the  fund  was  not  liable  to 
the  Plaintiff,  for  the  question  in  this 
case  was  whether  he  had  performed  his 
contract.  In  Scott  v.  Liverpool  Corpo- 
ration (28  L.  J.  (Ch.)  230 ;  5  Jur.  N.  S. 
105),  where  the  production  of  the  certi- 
ficates by  the  engineer  was  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  payment,  and  the  en- 
gineer, without  any  fraud,  refused  to 
give  the  certificates,  the  Court  refused 
to  decree  payment.  But  where  there 
was  fraud,  payment  had  been  decreed. 
Here  the  evidence  of  the  Plaintiff  vas 
that  the  agents  of  the  French  Govern- 
ment had  acted  im£tirly  and  oppres- 
sively, for  of  course  any  government 
might  have  unfair  and  dishonest  agents ; 
and  if  it  should  be  made  out  that  the 
agents  had  so  acted,  and  that  the  cer^ 
tificates  ought  to  have  been  given,  then 
the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  relief 
lie  asked. 
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L.  G.       the  disposition  of  the  French  Governmenti  and  the  Court  cannot, 
1872        in  the  absence  of  that  Government,  decide  what  directions  that 
LABiviiBB    Government  ought  to  give :  Wadsworth  v.  Queen  of  Spain  (1) ; 
MoBOAN     Gladstone  v.  Mumrm  Bey  (2) ;  Gladstone  v.  Ottoman  Bank  (3) ; 
'  — ^       Smith  V.  Weguelin  (4).    How  can  the  inquiry  be  prosecuted  in  the 
absence  of  the  Government  which  is  solely  interested  in  the 
matter  ?     The  agreement  was  that  the  money  should  be  paid  on 
the  production  of  the  certificates,  and  the  Court  can  neither  order 
payment  without  the  certificates,  nor  compel  the  French  Govern- 
ment to  give  them.    If  Morgan  &  Qooch  pay  this  money  without 
certificates,  what  answer  will  they  have  when  their  principals  claim 
the  money  ?    No  doubt,  in  some  such  cases,  where  the  certificates 
have  been  fraudulently  or  wrongfully  withheld,  the  Court  has  tried 
to  do  justice,  and  has  dispensed  with  them,  but  the  Court  cannot 
hold  that  a  foreign  government  has  acted  fraudulently  or  wrong- 
fully.    K  the  Flaintifi*  has  any  claim,  he  can  enforce  it  in  France. 
The  form  of  the  decree  shews  the  impossibility  of  granting  what 
is  asked,  for  the  decree  does  not  order  payment,  but  merely  directs 
an  inquiry  whether  anything  is  due. 
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Mr.  Olaase,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Davey,  for  the  PlaintiflF: — 

We  admit  that  without  further  evidence  a  decree  cannot  be 
made ;  but  there  is  evidence  enough  for  an  inquiry.  As  to  the 
separate  credit,  we  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  way  in  which 
Morgan  &  Oooeh  keep  their  books,  and  if  they  did  not  carry  this 
£40^000  to  a  separate  account,  they  ought  to  have  done  so.  If, 
under  similar  circumstances,  the  principals  had  become  bankrupts, 
would  this  money  have  remained  in  their  order  and  disposition  ? 
It  is  true  that  the  party  liable  is  a  foreign  government,  who 
cannot  be  compelled  to  appear ;  but  the  money  is  in  this  country, 
and  the  simple  question  is  whether  the  bankers  who  hold  it  are 
not  liable  to  the  Plaintiff.  When  a  foreign  government  puts  money 
into  the  hands  of  its  agents  in  this  country,  it  must  know  that 
the  money  will  be  subject  to  the  laws  of  this  country ;  in  &ct 
that  was  the  object  of  the  Plaintiff  in  requiring  the  money  to  be 


(1)  17  Q.  B.  171. 

(2)  IH.  &M.495. 


(3)  1  H.  &  M.  505. 

(4)  Law  Eep.  8  Eq.  198. 
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deposited  here.    In  the  case  of  the  Prince  Frederick  (1)  tliere  was 
no  such  contract.    There  is  no  difference  between  this  case  and  that 
of  an  ordinary  Defendant  who  is  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  ^vhich  has 
never  been  held  to  prevent  the  Court  from  doing  justice  as  far  as  it 
can.    The  French  Government  can  come  in  and  make  such  defence 
as  is  possible, but  thePlaintiff  must  not  be  injiared  because  theFrench 
Government  does  not  choose  to  do  so.     Even  if  they  do  not,  it  is 
perfectly  competent  to  Morgan  d  Oooch  to  shew  on  the  inquiry  that 
nothing  is  due  to  the  Plaintiff.    There  is,  no  doubt,  a  difficulty  as  to 
tbe  form  of  the  decree,  inasmuch  as  the  Court  cannot  at  present  mate 
any  declaration  of  rights ;  but  that  has  been  occasioned  entirely  by 
tbe  absence  of  the  French  Government.   We  want  a  declaration  that 
the  Defendants  are  stakeholders,  and  then  we  have  the  inqm'ry. 
We  shall  claim  for  the  cartridges  delivered,  and  for  those  inspected 
and  approved,  and  for  those  properly  tendered  for  inspection.     It 
will  be  open  to  the  Defendants  to  shew  that  we  are  entitled  to 
nothing.    As  to  damages  for  waste  of  machines  and  material,  we 
admit  that  there  is  a  difficulty. 

Mr.  Pearson,  in  reply : — 

The  Plamtiff  cannot  claim  for  cartridges  which  were  inspected 
by  inspectors  scattered  over  the  country,  and  ignorant  of  what  had 
taken  place.  We  say  that  there  was  a  breach  of  contract  by  the 
Plaintiff,  and  that  the  French  Government  had  a  right  to  put  an 
end  to  the  contract.  The  only  foundation  for  the  bill  is  want  of 
good  faith  on  the  part  of  the  French  Government;  and  of  that 
there  is  no  evidence  whatever.  The  Plaintiff  does  not  even  pre- 
tend that  Morgan  &  Gooch  are  guilty  of  collusion.  It  is  clear 
that  the  Plaintiff  could  not  recover  at  law,  as  he  has  not  the  cer- 
tificates  and  then  he  asks  to  have  the  money  brought  into  Court,  in 
order  tJ  obtain  an  equity.  He  did  not  bargain  for  anything  of  the 
kind  ;  all  he  wanted  was  to  know  that  there  was  money  to  pay  him 
with.'  But  that  money  was  to  be  dealt  with  according  to  the  agree- 
ment and  the  French  Government  were  to  have  a  right  to  refuse 
the  certificates  if  they  disapproved  of  the  cartridges.  That  was  all 
that  the  Plaintiff  bargained  for,  and  for  the  Court  to  decide  whether 
he  ought  to  have  the  certificates  is  giving  him  much  more. 

n\  Cited  in  De  Haber  v.  Quern  of  Portugal,  17  Q.  B.  212. 
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L.O.  In   Ceniral  BaUroad  and  Banking  Company   of  Georgia   y. 

1872  MUcheU  (1)  the  money  was  sent  here  for  distribution.  In  Steven- 
Lau^^rb  ^^^  ^'  Anderson  (2)  the  bill  was  filed  by  the  stakeholder  himself. 
Here  the  party  liable  is  a  foreign  government^  against  which  the 
Court  has  not  the  same  jurisdiction  as  it  has  against  a  subject  of 
this  country. 
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June  5.  LoBD  Hatherlet,  L.G.,  after  stating  the  facts  of  the 
case,  and  that  the  contractors  were  desirous  of  having  some  assu- 
rance that  in  the  then  troubled  state  of  France  they  should  not  be 
obliged  to  have  recourse  to  that  country  for  payment^  continued : — 

Now  no  one  can  suppose  that  after  the  letter  of  the  1st  of 
December  had  been  written  it  was  to  be  at  the  option  of  the 
French  Government  to  retire  from  that  agreement,  and  that 
Messrs.  Morgan  &  Oooch  could,  upon  an  order  from  the  French 
Government,  transfer  that  sum  of  money  to  some  other  account. 
It  appears  to  me  that,  in  other  words,  there  was  a  plain  and  dear 
trust  impressed  on  this  fund,  under  which  those  who  had  the 
benefit  of  the  trust  would  be  entitled,  if  they  performed  their 
contract,  to  receive  the  money. 

Of  course  the  goods  were  to  be  delivered  according  to  the  con- 
tract, and  in  accordance  with  all  the  conditions  of  the  contract, 
including  the  condition  of  time,  unless  that  condition  had  been 
waived.  But  the  evidence  of  the  fulfilment  of  those  conditions 
which  would  justify  Messrs.  Morgan  &  Oooch  in  making  payment 
was  to  be  the  certificate  of  the  French  ambassador  or  of  M.  Jotdin, 
who  had  been  the  agent  of  the  French  Government,  and  under 
whose  control  the  general  funds  of  the  French  Government  stood 
with  Messrs.  Morgan  &  Oooch.  And  though  Messrs.  Morgan  £ 
Oooch  would  be  perfectly  justified  in  declining  to  make  any  pay- 
ment except  upon  the  evidence  which  they  were  told  to  accept, 
that  does  not  affect  the  question  whether  the  absence  of  the  certifi- 
cate of  reception  can  have  such  an  efiect  as,  at  the  option  of  the 
French  ambassador  or  M.  JovJin,  to  deprive  the  contractors  of  the 
benefit  of  the  engagement  which  had  been  entered  into  with  them. 

This  is  not  like  one  of  those  cases  in  which  goods  are  to  be 

(1)  2  H.  &  M.  452.  (2)  2  V.  &  B.  407-411. 
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tested  by  an  engineer  and  paid  for  upon  his  certificate,  vhich  cer-        li.  a 
tificate  he  refoses  to  sign.     In  those  cases  the  parties  have  chosen        I872 
their  own  judge  as  to  the  proper  fulfilment  of  the  contract,  and  if 
the  engineer  declines  to  certify,  the  Courts  have  held  that  in  the    "*"*r/ 
absence  of  all  fraud  on  his  part,  the  certificate  is  a  sine  qua  non         2^^ 
and  that  accordingly  the   contractor,  having  submitted  to  that 
condition,  must  abide  by  it  if  the  goods  are  not  such  as  the  en<nneer 
will  certify  for.     But  here  neither  the  ambassador  nor  M,  Joulin 
are  to  try  the  cartridges,  about  which  they  would  know  nothing  - 
although  they  would  know  whether  the  cartridges,  when  tried  and 
approved,  had  or  had  not  been  received  by  the  French  Government. 
If,  therefore,  the  French  Grovemment  receive  the  cartridges,  it  is 
then  to  be  taken  that  the  proper  certificate  has  been  given. 

It  is  not  required  that  this  certificate  shall  be  a  condition  pre- 
linunary  to  payment.     The  condition  for  payment  is,  that  the 
goods  shall  be  delivered  and  received.    Supposing  that  the  am- 
bassador were  changed,  or  that  some  one  was  appointed  in  the 
place  of  M.  Joulin^  then  I  apprehend  that  the  Court  would  say 
that  payment  cannot  depend  upon  any  special  quality  in  the 
ambassador  or  in  M.  Joulin^  the  real  agreement  being  that,  upon 
the  goods  being  delivered  according  to  the  contract^  the  payment 
shall  be  made  out  of  that  specific  fund. 

The  main  argument  in  the  case  has,  however,  been  that  the 
French  Government,  though  it  has  an  undoubted  interest  in  the 
fund,  is  not  before  the  Court;  and  that  even  if  the  whole  contract 
had  been  fulfilled  to  the  day,  the  French  Government  is  still 
entitled  to  the  balance  which  will  remain,  and  is  therefore  entitled 
to  see  that  the  payments  have  been  properly  made.  But  it  is 
clear,  upon  the  authorities,  that  the  Plaintiff  cannot  compel  them 
to  come  here  and  submit  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this  country.  They 
may  appear  as  has  been  done  in  other  cases.  The  United  States 
have  filed  bills  in  this  country  and  have  submitted  to  the  juris- 
diction, and  thereupon  have  had  their  rights  ascertained.  But 
the  question  now  raised  is,  whether,  in  the  absence  of  the  French 
Government^  it  is  possible  to  ascertain  the  rights  to  this  particular 
fnnd,  the  French  Government  declining  to  appear — a  very  proper 
course  to  take  if  they  think  fit. 

Is  there,  then,  to  be  a  total  failure  of  justice  because  the  French 
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L.  0.       Government  declines  to  assert  any  right  to  the  fund  ?    Messrs. 
1872       MoTffan  &  Oooeh  say  reasonably  enough  that  they  knew  nothing 
LARmiRB    ftl>out  the  rights,  and  cannot  undertake  to  determine  them.    They 
also  say — ^not  so  reasonably — "let  the  fund  remain  until  the 
French  Government  comes  in,  or  allow  us   to    re-transfer  it, 
because  the  rights  between  these  parties  cannot  be  determined." 
In  answer  to  this,  I  will  put  the  case  of  a  foreign  goyernment 
having  placed  in  this  country  a  sum  of  money,  and  having  charged 
it  with  certain  trusts  to  be  performed,  subject  to  which  the  balance 
is  to  be  paid  back  to  the  foreign  government — Is  it  possible  to 
say  that  in  such  a  case  the  trustee  is  not  liable  to  perform  the 
trust  because  the  foreign  government,  one  of  the  cestuis  que  imsty 
cannot  be  made  to  appear  ?    There  is  great  analogy  between  this 
case  and  the  case  of  an  interpleader  suit   In  Stevenson  v.  Ander- 
son (1),  a  banker  having  a  fund  claimed  by  several  persons,  all 
but  one  of  whom  were  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  paid  it  into  Court 
by  way  of  interpleader,  and  then  served  all  the  parties  out  of  the 
jurisdiction.    In  that  case  Lord  Eldon  said  the  fund  could  not 
remain  here  for  ever,  and  that  it  would  be  paid  out  to  the  only 
person  who  did  appear  and  submitted  his  claim. 

In  any  such  case  we  must  ascertain  as  we  best  can,  in  the 
absence  of  the  other  parties,  what  are  the  rights  of  the  parties 
who  do  appear.  In  the  case  of  Wylie  v.  Wylie  (2),  in  which  a 
large  sum  of  money  was  left  by  will  to  the  Bussian  Government, 
administration  was  taken  out  on  behalf  of  the  Bussian  Govern- 
ment, and  litigation  ensued ;  but  there  the  Bussian  Government 
appeared,  and  the  difficulty  did  not  arise.  There  may  be  many 
cases  in.  which  a  foreign  government  has  some  interest,  but  the 
other  parties  interested  must  not  suffer  because  it  is  impossible  to 
compel  the  attendance  of  one  of  those  who  might  claim  the  fund. 

Messrs.  Morffan  &  Oooehy  however,  say  that  they  will  be  liable  to 
the  consequences  of  any  proceeding  that  may  be  instituted  in  France 
by  the  French  Government,  who  might  say  that  the  fund  was  not 
to  be  handed  over  except  upon  the  certificate  of  the  ambassador. 
But  I  apprehend  that  the  comity  of  nations  would  extend  to  such  a 
case,  and  that  the  decision  of  this  Court  will  be  respected,  as  we 
should  respect  a  decision  of  a  Court  in  France  with  reference  to 

(1)  2  V.  &  B.  407.  (2)  6  Jur.  (N.S.)  259 ;  29  L.  J.  (Ch.)  341. 
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any  fund  which  was  clearly  within  the  jurisdictaon  of  ttxat  Court,  X,  q, 

and  which  had  to  be  dealt  with  npon  facts  wKicTi  had  taken  pWse  1^,2 

in  that  country.    Moreover  I  apprehend  that  xieither  in  tbat  Court  L^;:;;^ 

nor  in  any  Court  in  any  civilized  country  wo.xld  It  he  held  that  ^£^ 

^here  the  certificate  of  a  French  ambassador  is  required  a  person  ?^*- 
would  lose  his  money  becatise,  for  instance,  there  happened  to  be 

no  ambassador.  ^ 

I  stand,  however,  npon  higher  ground,  for  I  assume  that  the 
Courts  of  all  countries  would  recognise  the  decision  of  a  Court 
of  competent  jurisdiction  in  a  country  where  the  property  was 
situated,  and  where  the  rights  were  properly  to  be  tried. 

It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  there  is  no  difficulty  m  the  way 
of  the  Plaintiff  if  the  contract  has  been  performed.  As  regards 
that  part  of  the  case,  and  as  to  the  inquiry,  I  am  very  much  of  the 
same  opinion  as  the  Vice-Chancellor.  I  feel  myself,  however, 
bound  to  differ  from  him  as  to  the  effect  of  the  evidence,  as  shew- 
ins  that  the  condition  of  time  being  of  the  essence  of  the  contract 
h^  been  altogether  waived,  and  in  that  respect  the  decree  must 

be  veried. 

-  -MtsuTES  -Declare  that  under  the  contract  and  letter.  &c..  the  Plaintiff  beca,ne 
e.Sri«pald.ateahl.for.n<.rtnd.^^^^^^ 

waived.  ,  ,        namelv.  the  10th  of  Janiiary,  1871, 

Inquire  whether  the  second  limit  of  time,  nameiy, 

yns  waived  or  extended,  &c.  delivered  or  tendered  hy  the  Plaintiff 

Inquire  what  number  of  ^^ndg^  w«e^^v  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^ 

to  the  French  ««-"'--^,'^^lt^  e^ktt  «.d  whether  any  and  which 
'::::PJ:::^^^^^^o!Z--^^^  ^  t^ted  hy  a^enu  Of  the  French 

SoUcitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs  !«««  <&Son 
Solicitor  for  Messrs.  Morgan  &  Gooch:  Mr.  Gemenis. 
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CRAMPTON  V.  VAENA  BAILWAY  COMPANY, 

[1871    C.    233.] 


^^y  28,  29 ;    Corporation — Agreement  not  under  Seal — Money  demand — Part  Performance — 
_^  *  Building  on  the  Land  of  another. 

The  agent  of  a  railway  oompany  made  a  verbal  agreement  with  the  oon- 
tractor  for  the  line,  that  if  he  would  build  on  land  of  the  company  certain 
cottages  more  substantially  than  would  be  required  for  his  own  purposes,  and 
would  leave  them  for  the  use  of  the  company,  then  the  oompany  would  pay 
him  £5000.  The  cottages  were  accordingly  built,  and  when  the  railway  was 
completed  the  contractor  left  them  on  the  land,  and  the  agent  of  the  company 
made  an  agreement  with  the  contractor  that  he  should  be  paid  £500  a  year 
for  the  cottages  by  way  of  rent,  with  an  option  to  the  company  to  purchase 
them  for  £5000.  This  agreement  was  confirmed  by  a  resolution  of  the  board 
of  directors.  The  company  paid  the  £500  a  year  for  some  years,  and  then 
refused  to  pay : — 

ffdd,  that  the  claim  of  the  contractor  being  simply  for  payment  of  money 
could  not  be  enforced  in  the  Court  of  Chancery ;  and  that  though  the  con- 
tractor was  unable  to  sue  at  law  because  the  agreement  was  not  under  seal, 
he  did  not  thereby  obtain  an  equity  to  enforce  a  claim  for  money : 

Held,  also,  that  inasmuch  as  the  contractor  did  not  act  in  ignorance  of  the 
rights  of  the  company,  he  could  not  claim  compensation  for  having  been  in- 
duced to  build  on  the  land  of  the  company. 

Order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  affirmed. 

XhE  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  by  T.  H.  Crampton,  claiming 
under  Messrs.  Peto,  Betts,  &  Cramptony  against  the  Varna  Bail- 
way  Company y  and  stated  as  follows:  That  the  company  was 
formed  in  the  year  1863  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  railway  in 
Turkey.  That  the  company  had  always  been  a  company  carrying 
on  business  in  England^  and  was  a  body  corporate  having  a 
common  seal.  That  the  company  was  governed  by  certain  statutes, 
which  provided  (amongst  other  things)  that  the  seat  of  the  com- 
pany should  be  at  Yama :  that  the  affairs  of  the  company  should 
foe  managed  by  a  council  of  administration  in  London :  that  the 
council  should  be  invested  with  the  fullest  powers  for  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  affairs  of  the  company,  and  should  enter  into  all 
agreements  as  to  the  purchase,  sale,  taking  on  lease,  or  letting  any 
railway,  lands,  warehouses,  or  other  buildings  coming  within  the 
objects  of  the  company,  and  should  make  agreements  relating  to 
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the  interests  or  afiairs  of  the  company  generally :  that  the  com-  r,.  o. 

pany  should  have  a  common  seal,  and  that  all  contracts  and  agree-  1972 

ments  purporting  to  be  made  by  the  company  involving  sums  of  Cramptox 

more  than  £500  should  have  the  common  seal  affixed  thereto,  *.  ^• 

,  V  AKHA 

together  with  the  signatures  of  at  least  two  members  of  the  coun-  ^^^H'WatCo. 
oil  and  the  secretary.    That  Messrs.  Peto  db  Oo.  contracted  for  the 
construction  of  the  railway  by  contracts  under  the  seal  of  the 
oompany,  one  of  the  terms  of  which  was  that  the  company  would 
at  their  own  cost  Acquire  all  the  land  necessary  for  the  railway 
and  works,  but  that  the  contractors  would  at  their  own  expense 
provide  huts  and  dwellings  for  the  workmen.      That  Mr.  McCandr 
lish  (as  engineer  for  the  company)  arranged  with  Mr.  BarUm/  (as 
agent  for  the  contractors)  that,  inasmuch  as  cottages  were  indis- 
pensable for  the  company  for  working  the  railway  when  opened, 
instead  of  the  contractors  setting  up  mere  temporary  huts  for  the 
use  of  their  workmen  during  the  construction  of  the  works,  they 
should  build  permanent  and  substantial  cottages,  which  might, 
upon  the  completion  of  the  railway,  be  retained  and  used  as  dwel- 
lings for  the  company's  servants  and  officials.     That  MeCandlish 
had  fuU  authority  on  the  part  of  the  'company  to  enter  into  such 
arrangement,  and  that  such  arrangement  was  communicated  to 
the  directors,  and  they  were  fully  aware  thereof  and  acquiesced  in 
and  approved  of  the  same  as  being  an  arrangement  very  beneficial 
for  the  company.      That,  accordingly,  substantial  cottages  and  a 
house  and  stable  were  built  by  the  contractors,  under  the  super- 
intendence and  to  the  satisfaction  of  MeCandlish,  and  with  the 
acquiescence  and  approval  of  the  directors,  on  land  which  had  been 
acquired  by  the  company  for  the  purposes  of  the  undertaking. 
That  no  definite  sum  was  fixed  as  the  price  for  such  cottages, 
house,  and  stable,  but  there  was  an  understanding  during  the  time 
that  the  works  were  progressing  that  such  price  was  to  be  £5000, 
which  was,  in  fact,  a  fair  price  for  the  same.    That  Barkley  >vrote 
to  MeCandlish  a  letter  stating  that  the  cottages  would  not  be 
handed  over  to  the  directors  as  part  of  the  works,  and  that  £550 
would  be  a  feir  rent  for  them.    That  when  the  railway  was  nearly 
completed,  some  correspondence  took  place  respecting  the  cottages, 
and  on  the  27th  of  October,  1866,  MeCandlish  wrote  to  the  directors 
a  letter  stating  that  he  considered  the  rents  at  which  the  cottages 
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L,  0.       might  be  rented  from  the  contractors  to  amount  to  £500.    That  at 
1872        a  meeting  of  the  directors  on  the  Ist  of  Norember  a  resolution  was 
CaAjffTON    passed  fcbat  the  recommendation  contained  in  McCandlish's  letter 
y  ^'  should  be  accepted,  subject  however  to  the  company  having  the 

Bailway  Co.  option  of  purchasing  the  cottages  for  the  sum  of  £5000  on  the 
general  settlement  with  the  contractors ;  and  a  copy  of  this  reso- 
lution was  sent  by  the  secretary  of  the  company  to  the  agent  of 
Messrs.  Peto  &  Co.  That  the  company  agreed,  instead  of  paying  the 
£5000  for  the  cottages,  to  pay  £500  a  year,  and  the  contractors 
agreed  to  this  arrangement.  That  a  letter  was,  on  the  9  th  of  May, 
1867,  written  by  the  secretary  of  the  company,  under  the  order  of 
the  directors,  to  Messrs.  Peto  &  Co.,  stating  that  it  had  been  ar- 
ranged at  Varna  that  the  cottages  should  be  rented  by  the  com- 
pany at  £500  per  annum.  That  in  pursuance  of  this  arrangement 
the  cottages  were  not  removed  by  the  contractors,  Messrs.  Peto  & 
Co.f  and  were  left  in  possession  of  the  company.  That  but  for  this 
arrangement  they  would  have  been  removed.  That  the  rights  of 
Messrs.  Peto  &  Co.  became  vested  in  the  PlaintiflF,  who,  in  Sep- 
tember, 1867,  applied  to  the  company  for  the  rent  That  the 
secretary  of  the  company  informed  the  Plaintiff  that  it  was  incon- 
venient to  pay  cash,  and  the  company  gave  their  acceptance  for 
£525,  payable  at  three  months.  That  this  acceptance  was  from 
time  to  time  renewed.  That  in  January,  1869,  the  secretary  of 
the  company  sent  to  the  Plaintiff  a  cheque  for  £500  on  account  of 
rent  of  the  cottages,  and  on  the  3rd  of  March,  1870,  the  Plaintiff^ 
received  from  the  company  £1072  in  settlement  of  his  claims  for 
rent  That  on  the  15th  of  March,  1870,  the  secretary  of  the  com- 
pany wrote  to  the  Plaintiff  stating  that  the  company  could  no  longer 
undertake  the  collection  of  his  rents.  That  the  company  now  allege 
that  in  consequence  of  a  requisition  from  the  Turkish  Government 
as  to  the  accounts,  they  cannot  recognise  the  Plaintiff's  claim  to  the 
yearly  sum  of  £500  in  respect  of  the  cottages.  That  the  company 
had  agreed  with  Messrs.  Peto  &  Co.  that  if  they  allowed  the  cot- 
tages to  remain,  the  company  would  pay  the  yearly  sum  of  £500 
in  respect  of  the  cottages  (determinable  on  payment  by  the  com- 
pany of  the  gross  sum  of  £5000).  That  the  Plaintiff  was  advised 
that,  inasmuch  as  the  agreement  with  respect  to  the  cottages  was 
not  under  seal,  and  as  the  company  claimed  the  legal  estate  in  the 
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«oil  on  which  the  cottages  stood,  he  had  no  remedy  except  in  this         Li.  0. 
dourt.    And  the  bill  prayed  that  the  company  might  be  decreed         1872 
to   perform  specifically  their  agreement  to  pay  the  Plaintiff  the     Cbamptok 
yearly  snm  of  £500  in  respect  of  the  cottages  nntil  payment  of  the       y^^- 
^ross  snm  of  £5000  in  respect  thereof,  and  that  for  this  purpose  ^^U'WatGo. 
the  company  might  be  decreed  to  ezecnte  all  necessary  instnunents*        " 
and  to  pay  to  the  Plaintiff  such  damages  as  the  Conrt  might  think 
fit ;  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  what  was  due  to  the  Plain- 
tiff for  arrears,  or  that  the  company  might  be  ordered  to  pay 
damages  in  lien  of  specific  performance ;  and  that  the  Plaintiff 
might  be  declared  to  have  a  lien  on  all  moneys  belonging  to  the 
company  which  were  remitted  to  England. 

To  this  bill  the  company  demurred,  and  the  Master  of  the  Bolls 
allowed  the  demurrer. 

The  Plaintiff  appealed. 

4 

Mr.  Souihffoie,  Q-C,  and  Mr.  Kingdon^  for  the  Appellant : — 

The  ground  on  which  this  demurrer  was  allowed  is,  that  the 
agreement  with  Peto  &  Co.  was  not  under  the  seal  of  the  company ; 
but  i  n  many  cases  that  objection  has  not  been  allowed  to  impede 
the  Court  in  doing  justice :  WiUon  v.  West  HarUepocl  BaUway 
Company  (1)  ;  Laird  v.  Birkenhead  lUuIway  Company  (2) ;  Crook 
V.  Corporation  of  Seaford  (3). 

The  Plaintiff  has  also  an  equity  on  the  ground  that  the  Defen- 
dants encouraged  Peto  A  Co.  to  build  on  their  land:  Earl  oj 
Oxford^s  Case  (4)  ;  Master^  Ac,  of  Glare  Hall  y.  Harding  (5). 

It  is  necessary  to  come  into  this  Court  on  account  of  the  want  of 
a  seal ;  but  the  Plaintiff  does  not  set  up  a  mere  money  demand ; 
he  asks  for  specific  performance  and  for  rent  to  be  paid :  Withy 
T«  GotUe  (6).  The  company  has  had  the  benefit  of  the  cottages, 
and  cannot  now  turn  round  and  defy  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Fry,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Davey,  for  the  Defendants : — 
There  is  no  specific  allegation  of  what  the  Plaintiff  really  con- 
ceives his  claim  to  be.    No  doubt  Pdo  A  Co.  had  a  right  to  the 

n  )  2  D  J  &  S.  475 ;  11  Jur.  (N.S.)  (3)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  651. 

2^24.  '    '  (0  2  Wh.  &  T.  L.  C.  548,  662. 

(2)  Job.  500.  <^)  ^  H*«»  273. 

^  ^  (6)  1  S.  &  S.  174. 
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L.  C.       materials,  and  all  they  have  done  has  been  to  leaye  them  on  our 

1872       land.   The  alleged  contract  did  not  vary  the  position  of  the  parties. 

Crahpton    In  all  the  cases  cited  there  has  been  either  acquiescence  by  the 

Varna      Defendant  or  part  performance  by  the  Plaintiff.    What  is  the  con- 

Kailwat  Co.  tract^  and  where  is  the  evidence  of  it  ?  The  only  equity  allied  is 

that  the  contract  is  not  under  seal  ;'.but  that  alone  does  not  give  a 

right  to  come  to  this  Court    If  the  contract  had  been  under  seal 

the  Plaintiff  could  not  hare  come  here,  and  would  haye  been  told 

to  sue  at  law.    What  he  asks,  in  fact,  is  simply  payment  of  dC5000, 

and  that  relief  the  Court  of  Equity  does  not  decree.    The  Court 

has  never  assumed  a j  jurisdiction  merely  because  there  was  no 

seal  to  one  of  the  instruments  pleaded.    The  same  argument  was 

used  in  Kirk  v.  Gtuzrdians  of  Bromley  Union  (1).    To  give  the 

Plaintiff  what  he  asks  would  be  to  prefer  him  to  creditors  under 

seal  and  according  to  the  constitution  of  the  company. 

Mr.  Kingdon,  in  reply  : — 

We  ask  for  rent.  The  company  cannot  be  allowed  to  keep  the 
cottages  and  pay  no  rent  for  them.  It  is  not  true  that  Peto  &  Co. 
merely  left  the  materials ;  they  built  much  better  houses  than 
they  wanted  for  their  own  purposes,  and  they  did  this  on  the  faith 
of  this  agreement,  which  the  company  now  deny.  Neither  the 
company  nor  its  creditors  can  be  allowed  to  keep  our  cottages  and 
pay  us  nothing  for  them. 


June  5.  Lord  Hatheblet,  LXj.^  after  stating  the  facts  of  th^ 
case,  continued : — 

Undoubtedly  this  case  is  of  a  yery  peculiar  character,  and  in 
some  respects  almost  of  first  impression. 

It  is  not  alleged  by  the  Plaintiff  that  there  was  any  formal 
written  agreement  between  the  parties^  but  it  is  alleged  that  the 
agreement  is  to  be  found  in  letters  written  by  the  agents,  and  in 
resolutions  of  the  directors.  We  must,  therefore,  take  it  upon 
the  allegations  in  the  bill,  that  a  person  who  was  duly  authorized 
by  the  company  to  enter  into  an  engagement  did  enter  into  an 

(1)  2  Ph.  640 ;  12  Jur.  85.  | 
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engagement  that  if  the  Plaintiff  would  build  substantial  cottages  l.  o. 
instead  of  huts,  and  would  leave  those  cottages  etanding,  then  the  1572 
company  would  pay  the  Plaintiff  £500  a  year,  or  in  lieu  of  that 
£5000. 

Tlie  Plaintiff,  no  doubt,  is  in  a  position  of  considerable  difficulty,  ^Z'^yQo 

because  one  of  the  provisions   under  whiclx     the  company  was        

founded  is  that  all  contracts  and  engagements  must  be  entered 
into  under  seal.     The  Plaintiff,  however,  avers  that  the  secretary 
was  duly  authorized  to  enter  into  this  agreement,  and  further,  that 
communications  by  letter  took  place  between  bim  and  the  secre- 
tary, and  that  the  company  did  pay  the  £500  a  year.     Tbia  the 
Plaintiff  says  is  evidence  of  the  contract,  and  he  says  that  it  was 
performed  by  erecting  substantial  cottages  and  leaving  them  there, 
and  that  the  company  had  recognised  the  contract  by  paying  the 
£500  a  year.    It  appears,  however,  that  both  sides  have  found  it 
difficult  to  shape  their  respective  demands,  and  after  a  time  the 
company  chose  to  treat  themselves  as  agents  for  the  Plaintiff  to 
receive  the  rents  of  the  cottages  and  pay  them  to  the  Plaintiff  up 
to  the  extent  of  £500.    This,  upon  the  statements  of  the  bill,  they 
had  no  right  to  do,  and  the  Plaintiff  accordingly  requires  the  com- 
pany  to  pay  the  £500  a  year  whether  the  cottages  are  let  or  not. 

This  agreement  is  very  peculiar.  It  is  not  averred  that  the 
cottages  being  built  on  the  land  of  the  company,  they  agreed  to 
demise  them  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  then  to  take  by  subniemise  from 
him,  as  might,  I  presume,  be  done  in  Turkey  ;  but  the  agreement 
averred  is  an  agreement  to  build  houses  on  land  of  the  company, 
and  to  be  paid  so  much  for  so  buUding. 

Now  that  is  a  money  contract  not  enforceable  in  this  Court.  Nor 
can  the  Plaintiff  call  to  his  aid  Lord  Cairns'  Ad  (21  &  22  Vict, 
c.  27),  because  it  has  been  settled  conclusively  that  the  Court  will 
not  give  damages  under  that  Act  unless  it  has  original  jurisdiction 
for  specific  performance.  If  the  Court  has  jurisdiction  for  specific 
performance,  but  performance  would  be  inconvenient,  then  the 
Court  would' be  enabled  to  exercise  an  option,  and  to  give  damages, 

but  not  otherwise. 

In  this  state  of  things,  another  view  of  the  case  was  very  ably 
wid  ingeniously  suggested  by  Mr.  SauihgcUe  and  Mr.  Kinpdm. 
They  argued  that  the  case  came  within  the  doctrine  laid  down  by 
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L,  0.       another  class  of  cases  such  as  East  India  Company  v.  Vincent  (1), 

1872       where  a  landowner  allows  another  man  to  spend  money  upon  the 

Cbaiipton    Ic^d  ^^  ^®  belief  that  he  will  have  the  profit    This  Court  holds  such 

y  *•         conduct  to  amount  to  a  contract  by  the  landowner  that  the  person 

"Railway  Co.  ^ho  spends  the  money  shall  have  possession  of  that  on  which  the 

money  is  spent,  and  the  enjoyment  of  the  property  he  has  so 

created. 

That  class  of  cases  is  numerous,  and  in  some  of  them  the  diffi- 
culties with  regard  to  corporations  haye  been  got  over,  and  it  has 
not  been  allowed  to  a  corporation,  any  more  than  to  an  individual, 
to  take  the  benefit  of  any  misapprehension  into  which  the  other 
person  has  been  led,  and  on  the  faith  of  which  misapprehension 
the  other  person  has  expended  money  on  the  land. 

But  that  class  of  cases  has  no  application  to  a  case  like  this. 
They  are  all  founded  on  the  ignorance  of  the  person  who  has  been 
allowed  to  proceed  as  if  he  were  himself  the  owner,  and  the  Court 
has  only  in  such  cases  assumed  the  existence  of  an  engagement 
that  the  person  who  has  been  allowed  to  build  shall  have  the 
rights  which  he  supposed  himself  to  have.  Here,  however,  the 
contractors  knew  that  the  land  was  not  theirs,  ana  that  what  the 
company  were  to  do  was  to  pay  £5000  for  the  cottages  which  the 
contractors  were  building. 

I  understand  that  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  did  not  refer  to  the 
other  branches  of  the  argument,  and  said  shortly  that  the  case  was 
reduced  to  a  money  contract.  I  believe  he  was  right ;  and  that 
this  being  a  money  contract,  and  not  a  proper  subject  for  specific 
performance,  the  Court  cannot  give  relief  by  way  of  damages.  In 
the  case  of  Kirk  v.  Guardians  of  Bromley  Union  (2),  although  bad 
faith  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants  was  alleged,  it  was  held  that 
there  was  no  contract  on  which  an  action  could  be  brought  at  com- 
mon law ;  and  that  therefore  a  bill  could  not  be  filed  in  order  both 
to  constitute  and  to  enforce  the  alleged  contract. 

The  truth  is,  that  every  one  who  deals  with  corporations  like 
these  must  be  taken  to  know  what  are  their  powers  of  contracting, 
and  must  take  a  contract  accordingly ;  and  when  there  is  only  a 
money  demand,  and  there  is  no  valid  contract,  then  this  Court 
cannot  interfere  in  the  matter. 


I M  »' 


(1)  2  Atk.  83. 


(2)  2  Ph.  640;  12  Jar.  85. 
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I  certainly  was  impressed  with  the  consideration  of  the  length  l.  0. 
to  which  these  doctrines  might  be  carried ;  but  I  think  that  the  igro 
arm  of  the  Court  is  always  strong  enough  to  deal  properly  with  rit^^^ 
such  cases.    There  might  be  a  contract  without  seal  under  which  v. 

the  whole  railway  was  made,  and  of  which  the  company  would  Rah^^^Oq 
reap  the  profit ;  and  yet  it  might  be  said  that  they  were  not  liable        ' — ' 
to  pay  for  the  making  of  the  line.     When  any  such  case  comes  to 
be  considered,  I  think  there  will  be  two  ways  of  meeting  it     It 
may  be  (and  perhaps  is  so  in  this  case)  that  the  contractor  has  his 
remedy  against  the  individual  with  whom  he  entered  into  the 
contract^  although  he  may  have  no  remedy  against  the  company ; 
or  it  may  be  that  the  Court,  acting  on  well-recognised  principles, 
will  say  that  the  company  shall  not  in  such  a  case  be  allowed  to 
raise  any  difficulty  as  to  payment    But  the  matter  in  question 
here  is  collateral  to  the  main  object  of  the  company,  and  is   not 
essential  to  the  existence  of  the  railway  for  which  the  company 
was  incorporated  ;  and  in  that  respect  this  case  differs  from  the 
case  I  have  supposed,  and  does  not  call  for  the  interference  of  the 
Court. 

I  think  the  position  of  the  FlaintijBT  is  very  unfortunate ;  but 
subject  to  what  remedy  he  may  have  at  law  against  the  persons 
who  entered  into  the  engagement  with  him,  it  appears  to  me  that 
he  is  left  without  remedy. 

I  must  dismiss  the  appeal ;  and  it  being  a  case  in  which  the 
law  is  settled,  I  am  obliged  to  dismiss  it  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  Baker,  Folder,  &  Upperton. 
Solicitor  for  the  Defendants :  Mr.  S  P.  Sharp. 
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MURRAY  V.  CLAYTON. 

[1869    M.    30.] 
Patent^^Anticipation-^  CombincUion-^Specification---'  Useless  Mcu^ine^ 

Where  a  macKine  for  which  a  patent  had  been  granted  was  shewn  to  pro- 
duoe  work  more  expeditiously,  more  eoonomically,  and  of  a  better  quality 
than  any  previous  machine : — 

ffeld  (reversing  the  decision  of  Bacan,  V.C),  that  the  patent  could  not  be 
invalidated  on  the  ground  that  the  machine  was  formed  by  the  mere  arrange- 
ment of  common  elementary  mechanical  materials,  producing  results  of  the 
same  nature  as  those  previously  accomplished  by  other  mechanical  anrange- 
ments  and  construction. 

The  public  exhibition  of  a  machine  in  which  there  are  defects,  owing  to 
which  it  proves  an  entire  failure^  does  not  affect  the  validity  of  a  subsequent 
patent  for  a  machine,  in  which,  though  similar  in  some  of  its  details  to  the 
former,  the  defects  are  remedied  so  as  to  produce  a  serviceable  machine. 

FoxweU  V.  Bostock  (1)  considered. 

XHIS  was  an  appeal  by  the  Plaintiff  from  a  decree  of  Yice- 
Chancellor  Bacon  dismissing  his  bill,  which  was  filed  to  restrain 
the  infringement  of  a  patent. 

In  the  specification  filed  on  the  8th  of  December,  1866,  the  in- 
vention was  thns  described :  **  This  invention  of  improvements  in 
machinery  for  making  bricks  relates  more  particularly  to  the 
mechanical  appliances  for  cutting  the  clay  (as  it  passes  out  of  the 
exit  aperture  of  the  kneading  or  brickmaking  machine)  into  bricks 
of  the  desired  shape  and  dimensions.  To  this  end,  supposing  a 
quantity  of  clay  of  the  proper  sectional  area  and  sufiScient  length 
to  form  say  twelve  bricks  has  been  expressed  from  the  kneading 
machine  and  delivered  on  to  the  table  of  the  machine  about  to  be 
described,  the  proper  length  to  form  from  eight  to  twelve  bricks  is 
first  cut  off  by  means  of  a  vertical  wire  or  wires  mounted  in  a  re- 
ciprocating frame  which  is  capable  of  moving  to  and  fro  on  guides 
affixed  to  the  side  standards  or  other  suitable  part  of  the  machine. 
The  proper  length  of  clay  having  been  thus  cut  off,  the  lump  is 
next  pushed  forward  against  a  series  of  fixed  wires,  whereby  it  is 
divided  up  into  bricks  of  the  usual  and  proper  dimensions.  This 
pushing  forward  of  the  lump  of  clay  is  effected  by  means  of  a 

(1)  12  W.  R.  723. 
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second  moyeable  frame  or  table,  to  which  is"^  adapted  a  aeries  of  l.  J  J. 
separate  blocks  or  pistons,  which,  as  they  advance,  push  forward  the  I872 
clay  against  and  past  the  fixed  wires.  This  advance  of  the  clay  is  m"*^^ 
effected  by  means  of  a  hand-lever,  or  by  means  of  a  rack  and  pinion  «• 

motion,  which  is  acted  npon  by  a  winch  handle  or  a  hand-wheel,     ^^'tl^^* 
If  desired,  the  vertical  wires  against  which  the  day  is  pressed  in 
order  to  divide  it  into  bricks  may  have  a  slight  upward  motion 
given  to  them,  so  that  the  operation  of  dividing  the  clay  may  be 
effected  by  means  of  a  kind  of  drawing  cnt."     The  specification 
then,  after  describing  the  machine  by  reference  to  drawings,  con- 
cluded as  follows :  "  Having  now  described  my  invention  of  '  Im* 
provements  in  Machinery  for  making  Bricks,' and  having  explained 
the  manner  of  carrying  the  same  into  effect,  I  claim  as  the  inven- 
tion secured  to  me  by  letters  patent  the  arrangement  and  con- 
struction of  parts  herein  set  forth  for  cutting  clay  into  bricks.     I 
claim  particidarly  cutting  the  clay  into  the  form  of  bricks,  by 
forcing  the  day  forwards,  by  means  of  a  pushing  board  or  other- 
wise, against  a  series  of  fixed  wires  so  arranged  that  the  clay  is 
pushed  or  forced  past  the  wires  on  to  a  moveable  board  provided 
with  handles,  so  that  twelve  or  any  other  convenient  number  of 
bricks  may  be  removed  at  the  same  time/' 

By  the  8th  paragraph  of  his  bill,  the  Plaintiff  alleged  that  in 
January,  1869,  he  discovered  that  the  Defendants  had  made  and 
sold  a  machine  which  contained  all  the  special  improvements  in 
the  Plaintiffs  machine,  and  was  a  fraudulent  imitation  of  it.  He 
alleged  that  in  the  Defendants'  machine,  supposing  a  quantity  of 
clay  of  the  proper  sectional  area  and  of  the  proper  length  to  make 
say  twelve  bricks  had  been  expressed  from  the  kneading  machine, 
it  was  delivered  on  to  a  table  of  the  same  character,  and  in  the 
same  manner  as  shewn  in  the  Plabtiffs  specification ;  that  in  the 
Defendants'  machine  the  proper  length  to  form  from  eight  to 
twelve  bricks,  was  first  cut  off  by  means  of  a  wire  mounted  on  a 
guide  aflSxed  to  a  bottom  centre,  the  only  difference  being  that 
the  wire  acted  radially  and  not  vertically,  which  was  only  a  colour-  / 

able  difference,  and  that  in  the  Defendant's  machine,  the  proper 
length  of  clay  having  been  cut  off  by  the  radial  wire,  the  lump  was 
pushed  forward  so  as  to  be  opposite  to  a  series  of  fixed  wires  which 
were  fSftstened  to  a  moveable  frame,  in  which  respect  there  vras  a 
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colourable  difference  between  the  two  machines,  as  the  cutting  of 
the  lump  in  the  Defendants'  machine  was  effected  by  the  passage 
of  the  wires  through  it,  whereas  in  the  Plaintiflf's  machine  the  lump 
of  clay  was  driven  by  a  moveable  pushing-board  through  the  wir^ ; 
in  which  particular  the  Defendant's  contrivance  was  not  an  im- 
provement on  the  Plaintiff's  invention. 

The  Defendants  admitted  by  their  answer  the  points  of  siuiilarity 
alleged  by  the  8th  paragraph  of  the  bill,  but  alleged  that  the 
Plaintiff,  by  his  specification,  did  not  make  any  claim  to  the 
effecting  those  operations  by  machinery,  and  that  they  had  been 
performed  by  brickmaking  machines  which  were  in  use  before  the 
Plaintiff's  patent.  They  admitted  the  utility  of  the  invention  to 
which  the  Plaintiff  laid  claim,  but  denied  that  he  was  the  first 
or  true  inventor,  and  alleged  that  it  was  known  and  used  in  the 
country  before  his  patent. 

One  of  the  two  inventions  which  were  chiefly  relied  upon  by  the 
Defendants  as  invalidating  the  Plaintiffs  patent  for  want  of  novelty 
was  a  machine  patented  by  BaMke  in  1863.  DaJUke,  by  his  pro- 
visional specification,  said :  *^  This  invention  consists  in  mounting 
upon  a  frame,  with  wheels  for  travelling  on  rails  or  trams^  a  set 
of  rollers  covered  by  an  endless  belt,  which  belt  receives  the  clay 
as  it  is  expressed  from  a  moulding  machine.  At  the  further  end 
of  the  rollers  other  rollers  are  fixed,  and  over  them  a  frame  capable 
of  traverse  motion.  Between  the  endless  belt  and  traverse  frame 
a  cutting  wire  or  blade  is  placed,  and  the  far  end  of  the  traverse 
frame  is  provided  with  a  door,  which  usually  remains  closed,  but 
which  may  be  opened  when  required.  The  endless  belt  rollers 
and  the  traverse  frame  are  all  connected  to  the  wheeled  frame, 
and  capable  of  being  moved  to  and  fro.  On  the  clay  being  fed 
from  the  moulding  machine,  it  travels  along  the  endless  belt,  and 
its  outer  ends  abut  against  the  door  before  mentioned.  The  cutter  is 
then  brought  into  action,  and  severs  the  clay  between  the  endless 
belt  and  that  contained  in  the  traverse  frame.  Then  the  traverse 
frame  is  pulled  out  laterally,  whereby  the  clay  is  brought  into 
contact  with  say  three  cutting  wires  or  blades,  and  the  three  po]> 
tions  of  clay  so  cut,  are  removed,  ready  for  being  stacked.'* 
It  appeared  that  this  invention  had  been  found  practically  unser- 
viceable,  and  it  never  came  into  use. 
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The  other  inventioii  relied  upon  was  a  machine  stated  to  have 

been  made  by  the  Defendants^  and  exhibited  at  tbeir  works  in  1861. 

One  of  the  Defendants,  being  in  Germany  in  1863,  brought  home 

with  him  a  description  of  a  machine   inveated  by  Sachsenbera 

which  was  similar  to  DahUce's  machine.     The  Defendants  stated 

that,  towards  the  latter  end  of  1864,  they  made  a  working  model 

of    this  machine,  with  this  variation,   that    they  substituted  a 

plane  table  for  the  rollers,  and  that  this  machine  was  shewn  at 

their  works  to  a  great  number    of   engineers  and  brickmakei-s. 

It  did  not  appear,  however,  that  it  was  considered  by  them  to 

be    practically  useful,  and  a  witness,  who  had   been   employed 

to  exhibit  it,  deposed  that  it  was  very  laborious  to  work  it,  and 

that  if  it  had  been  adapted  to  cut  six  bricks,  the  labour  would 

have  been  so  great  that  one   man   could  not  have  worked  it 

at  all. 

In  1866  Mr.  Dixsee^  then  a  partner  in  the  Defendants'  firm,  took 
out  a  patent  for  a  machine  for  cutting  bricks,  but  it  contained  no 
moveable  board  for  receiving  the  bricks,  and  was  in  other  respects 
80  materially  different  from  that  of  the  Plaintiff,  that  it  was  not 
suggested  that  it  was  an  anticipation  of  it 

Vice-Chancellor  Bacon  having  dismissed  the  bill  with  costs  (1), 
the  Plaintiff  appealed. 


(1)  1872.  Jan.  13. 
Sib  James  Bacon,  V.C.  : — 

Many  authorities  have  been  referred 
\o^  and  the  decisions  of  Judges  of  the 
greatest  eminence,  in  cases  of  the  ut- 
most interest,  have  been  quoted.  It  is 
needless  for  me  to  say  that  I  listen  to 
and  consider  those  authorities  with  un- 
bounded respect  and  deference.  The 
principles  of  the  law  applicable  to  the 
subjects  with  which  they  deal  are, 
however,  much  older  than  any  of  those 
caiies.  Highly  valuable  as  the  cases 
are,  inasmuch  as  they  contain  unquali- 
fied recognition  of  well-established  prin- 
ciples, their  great  interest  consists 
nither  in  the  admiration  which  is  ex- 
cited by  the  clear,  nervous,  forcible 
manner  in  which  the  terms  of  the  law 
Are   expressed — ^by  the  dialectic  skill 


which  is  displayed— in  many  of  such 
judgments,  than  in  any  addition  which 
those  judgments  contribute  to  the  pre- 
viously existing  law  on  the  subjects  to 
which  they  relate.     Possessing  those 
characteristics,  it  is  not  surprising  that 
they  are  referred  to  and  quoted  when- 
ever occasion  requires.   But  I  am  satis- 
fied that  none  of  the  Judges  who  have 
been  mentioned  in  the  course  of  the 
argument  imagined  they  were  laying 
down  any  new  law,  or  doing  more  than 
state  in  their  own  forcible  style  the 
rules  and  axioms  of  that  law  which 
they  knew  to  exist,  and  the  application 
of  that  law  to  the  particular  cases  then 
before  them. 

The  law  upon  the  subject  of  patents 
is  clear  and  simple.  Long  hefora  the 
SiatuU  <if  Monapoliea,  it  was  decided  at 
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1 


Mr.  Wd)ster,  Q^C,  Mr.  EigginB^  Q.C.y  and  Mr.  £.  MdvUUy  for  the 
Appellant. 

Mr.  JboAvy  Q.C.y  and  Mr.  ^s^,  Q.C.9  for  the  Defendants. 


common  law  that  the  royal  prerogative 
authorized  the  grant  of  a  patent  or 
monopoly  to  any  man  "  who,  by  his 
own  wit  and  invention,  did  bring  any 
new  trade  into  the  realm,  or  any  engine 
tending  to  the  furtherance  of  a]  trade 
that  was  never  used  before." — Noy*s 
Reports,  p.  182. 

In  the  2l8t  year  of  the  reign  of 
James  1.  an  Act  (21  Jac.  1,  s.  6)  was 
passed,  which  is  commonly  called  the 
Statute  of  Mcnopoliet^  of  which  the 
6th  section  protects  letters  patent  for 
"  the  sole  working  of  new  manufactures, 
to  the  true  and  first  inventors  of  such 
manufactures,  which  others,  at  the  time 
of  making  such  letters  patent,  shall  not 
use."  And  this  statute  has  been  always 
held  and  rightly  considered  not  to  in- 
troduce a  new  law,  but  to  be  declaratory 
of  the  common  law,  and  simply  to  ex- 
empt patents  which  were  good  at  com- 
mon law  from  the  penalty  which  the 
statute  imposes  upon  such  patents  as 
were  thereby  prohibited  (3  Co.  Inst. 
c.  85,  pp.  181,  184). 

Numerous  as  have  been  the  cases 
which  have  since  been  decided  on  the 
subject  of  patents,  the  law  thus  esta- 
blished has  never  been  in  any  degree 
departed  from  or  lost  sight  of. 

The  reasons  and  principle  of  the  law 
are  as  obvious  as  its  expression  is  dis- 
tinct and  plain. 

A  petitioner  for  a  patent  alleges  to 
the  Grown  that  he  has  made  a  new  and 
useful  discovery.  As  a  just  reward  for 
such  discovery,  assuming  the  allegation 
to  be  true,  the  Crown  grants  him  the 
exclusive  use  of  his  invention.  If  the 
allegation  turns  out  to  be  untrue,  the 
grant  becomes  void.  The  validity  of 
the  patent  in  this  and  in  all  other  cases 


must  depend  upon  the  fact  whether  the 
alleged  invention  is  or  is  not  new,  and 
upon  the  establishment  of  that  &ctthis 
case  must  be  determined. 

Now,  in  endeavouring  to  determine 
the  question  of  fact  thus  raised,  I  must 
observe  that  it  is  obviously  impossible 
to  reconcile  the  conflicting  statements 
of  the  witnesses  respecting  the  Saehten" 
berg  machine,  said,  on  the  PlaintifTs 
behalf,  to  have  been  made  at  the  end  of 
1866  and  the  early  part  of  1867,  and 
by  the  Defendants*  witnesses  to  have 
been  made  in  1864  and  1865.  It  has 
occurred  to  me  as  possible  that  the 
workmen — Newlandy  the  Westaeott^Sy 
and  others — may  be  mistaken  in  the 
date  which  they  assign  to  the  opera- 
tions in  which  they  were  engaged ;  and 
as  it  has  been  proved  that  a  machine  of 
the  like  kind  was  made  at  the  works  in 
October,  1866,  and  sold,  and  sent  to 
America^  that  all  that  they  have  said 
on  the  subject  may  be  true  with  re- 
spect to  that  machine.  But  although  I 
am  unwilling  to  suppose  that  any  of 
these  witnesses  have  been  guilty  of 
wilful  mis-statements,  it  would  be  un- 
safe to  rest  my  opinion  on  any  specula- 
tive mode  of  reconciling  their  statements 
with  the  facts  proved.  Having,  how- 
ever, carefully  considered  the  printed 
depositions,  and  having  had  the  still 
more  satisfactory  opportunity  of  ob- 
serving the  manner  in  which  the  wit- 
nesses orally  examined  have  given  their 
testimony,  and  being  compelled  to  form 
a  conclusion  as  to  the  matters  of  fact 
which  are  involved — and  in  this  respect 
to  discharge  the  function  of  a  jury — ^I 
must  say  that  it  is  proved  to  my  satis- 
faction that  the  statements  of  the  De- 
fendants Clayton  and  Burdett^  and  their 
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V.  Leather  (5);   Cannington  v.  NuttaZl  (6)  ;     JHiK  v.  -E?i;an«  (7) ; 


witnesses  Bodman,  BeU^  Peter  Chyion^ 
and  ffardman^  as  to  the  time  when, 
and  the  circumstances  under  which,  the 
Sachsenherg  machine  was  constructed 
and  puhlicly  used,  and  as  to  the  manu- 
facture and  sale  of  a  similar  machine  in 
1866,  corrohorated  as  they  are  hy  the 
production  of   the  original    drawings 
made  hy  Burdett — the  working  draw- 
ings made  hy  Bodman  and  executed 
by  -Beff— the  entries  in  Dixsee's  hooks 
and  the  invoice  in  Clayton's  handwriting, 
and  the  memorandum  of  the  shipment 
to  America  hy  Feter  Clayton— &Te  to 
be  relied  on  in  preference  to  those  of  the 
Plaintiff's    witnesses;    and    I    cannot 
therefore  hesitate  to  find,  as  a  fact,  that 
this  Sachaenherg  machme  was  made  and 
used  before  the  date  of  the  Plaintirs 
patent    Nor  can  I  hesitate  to  believe 
that  Mr.  Andrew  Murray  is  mistaken 
in  the  conclusion  which  he  draws  from 
his  inspection  of  the  machine  on  the 
two  occasions  he  mentions  after  the  sale 
had  commenced,  or  doubt  that  no  more 
was  done  to  the  machine  on  those  occar 
Bions  than  that  which  is  descrihed  by 
Bodman,  and  is  of  no  substantial  im- 
portance.   The  Plaintiff's  charge,  there- 
fore, that  the  Defendants  fraudulently 
caused  the  machine  to  be  altered,  in 
my  opinion  wholly  fails  of  proof. 

Now,  turning  to  the  Plaintiff's  specifi- 
cation, let  us  see  what  it  asserts  and 
describes.  It  asserts  the  Plaintiff  to  he 
the  inventor  of  improvements  in  ma- 
chinery for  making  bricks,  and  that 


sucli  invention  relates  more  particularly 
to  the  mechanical  appliances  for  cutting 
the  day,  as  it  passes,  into  bricks  of  the 
desired  shape  and  dimensions.   Neither 
here  nor  in  any  other  part  of  the  specifi- 
cation is  any  mention  made  of  any  pre- 
viously existing  machineiy  for  making 
bricks.    It  may  mean  some  or  all  of 
such  machinery,  and  neither  here  nor 
elsewhere  does  the  Plaintiff  state  the 
nature  of  any  particular  improvement 
made  by  him.    It  goes  on  to  describe 
the  effect  and  operation  of  the  improve- 
ments :  ^  A  sufficient  quantity  of  clay 
being  expressed    from    the   kneading 
machine,  and  delivered  on  to  the  table 
to  be  described,  the  proper  length  to 
form  from  eight  to  twelve  bricks  is 
first  cut  off  by  means  of  a  vertical  wire*'* 
In  Sachsenberg^a  machine,  "  to  separate 
the  stream  of  clay  a  piece  is  cut  off  by- 
means  of  a  fine  steel  wire."  In  Bdhlk^B 
specification,  "  between  the  endless  belt 
and  transverse  frame  a  cutting  wire  is 
placed,  which  severs  the  clay  between 
the  endless  belt  and  that  contained  in 
the  transverse  fiame."    The  Plaintifif 
says,  "  The  proper  length  of  clay  being 
thus  (t.e.,  by  means  of  the  vertical  wii^) 
cut  ofi^  the  lump  is  next  pushed  for- 
ward against  a  series  of  fixed  wires 
whereby  it  is  divided  into  bricks."    In 
Sachsenherg* 8  description,  *'  the  length 
of  the  piece  of  severed  clay,  forming 
the  thickness  of  three  bricks,  is  now  on 
a  second  horizontal  sliding  frame,  which 
is  pushed  or  pulled  quickly  through  on 


(1)  1  Webs.  Pat.  Cas.  122. 

(2)  Ibid.  393. 

(3)  Ibid.  86. 


(4)  Law  Rep.  3  Eq.  496. 

(5)  8  E.  &  B.  1004. 

(6)  Law  Bep.  5  H.  L.  205. 
(7)  4  D.  F.  &  J.  288. 
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and  Iron  Company  v,  Neilson  (6) ;  Foxiwell  v.  Bostoch  (7), 


the  carriage  between  two  fixed  parallel 
steel  wires,  which  causes  the  catting  of 
the  piece  of  clay  into  three  separate 
bricks  ready  then  to  be  taken  into  the 
shed  for  drying."  In  Dahlke.^  after  the 
mass  of  clay  has  been  severed,  "  the 
transverse  frame  is  pulled  out  laterally, 
whereby  the  clay  is  brought  into  con- 
tact with  say  three  cutting  wires  or 
blades,  and  the  three  portions  of  clay  so 
cut,  say  bricks,  are  removed  ready  for 
stacking.*'  In  Banham^s  specification 
the  **  clay  is  divided  by  wires  into  the 
size  of  bricks,  and  by  the  aid  of  the 
boards  conveyed  into  the  drying  room." 
In  Cookson  and  Horner^  the  plastic 
material  is  forced  "  through  dies  of 
the  requisite  shape  on  to  tables  where 
it  is  cut  into  pieces  of  proper  length  by 
wires  mounted  in  a  travereing  frame." 
In  Dix8ee*8  the  cutting  wires  are  fixed  in 
a  frame, "  and  when  the  frame  is  moved 
from  one  side  to  the  other  the  wires 
pass  through  the  clay." 

So  far,  therefore,  the  means  employed 
in  the  several  inventions  are  substan- 
tially the  same,  and  the  result  is  exactly 
the  same.  But  in  the  description  of 
the  PlaintifiTs  drawings  which  form  a 
part  of  his  specification,  he  mentions  a 
pushing  board  which  he  says  is  **  moved 
forward,  and  poura  the  lump  of  clay 
past  the  fixed  wires  on  to  a  board 
placed  at  the  part  indicated  of  the  table. 
The  clay  will  thus  be  left  in  the  form 
of  bricks,  and  the  lot  may  be  removed 
at  once  by  lifting  up  the  board  on 


which  they  are  placed.*  Much  was 
said  in  the  course  of  the  argument  as 
to  this  particular,  and  it  was  said  that 
this  operation,  by  avoiding  the  risk  of 
spoiling  the  bricks  by  handling,  would 
support  the  patent.  It  is  however  clear 
that,  in  the  other  patents,  whether  the 
clay  be  pushed  against  the  wires  or  the 
wires  forced  through  the  bricks,  the 
result  is  the  same ;  there  must,  of  ne- 
cessity, be  in  each  case  something  to 
uphold  the  bricks ;  it  is  not  necessary 
that  they  should  in  any  case  be  re- 
moved by  hand ;  and  Dixsee's  invention 
is  distinctly  stated  to  provide  lateral 
supports  for  the  bricks,  so  that  "the 
cutting  wires  are  prevented  from  break- 
ing the  bricks  or  pressing  them  out  of 
shape." 

I  do  not  stop  to  notice  the  statement 
of  Mr.  Bramwdl  that  the  alteration  of 
the  arm  by  which  the  push  board  is 
made  to  cut,  has  been  altered  in  the 
Plaintiff's  model.  No.  4,  so  as  to  be 
materially  different  from  that  described 
in  the  specification ;  nor  is  it  necessary 
to  advert  to  the  Plaintiff's  claim  for  ^  a 
moveable  board  provided  with  handles,** 
since  it  has  been  abundantly  proved 
that  moveable  boards  for  the  same  pur- 
pose are  an  old  and  well-known  con- 
trivance ;  and,  indeed,  the  claim  is,  as 
I  have  said,  given  up  as  a  substantive 
thing,  although  the  Plaintiff  still  daima 
it  as  a  part  of  his  invention.  But, 
having  examined  and  considered  with 
the  utmost  attention  the  Plaintiff's  and 


(1)  Law  Rep.  5  H.  L.  1. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  8  Eq.  358  ;   Ibid. 
5  Ch.  36. 

(3)  8  E.  &  B.  478. 


(4)  9  M.  &  W.  300. 

(5)  7  Man.  &  G.  818. 

(6)  9  CI.  &  F.  788. 

(7)  12  W.  R.  723. 
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May  20.  Sib  W.  M.  James,  L. J.,  after  stating  the  nature  of 
the  suit,  and  giving  a  summary  of  the  evidence  that  the  Plaintiff's 
machine  was  novel  and  useful,  continued  : — 

There  being,  then,  this  proof  of  the  utility  and  of  the  defcusto 


the  other  specifications, and  drawings,  I 
am  unable  to  discover  a  trace  of  novelty 
in  the  machinery,  or  in  the  means  of 
applying  it,  or  in  the  results  produced 
by  its  employment.  That  the  PlaintifiTs 
machine  is  capable  of  producing  from 
eight  to  twelve  bricks  at  one  operation 
cannot  be  of  importance,  since  by  in- 
creasing the  size  of  the  frame  or  table 
(and  the  word  seems  to  be  convertible) 
and  hy  adding  to  the  number  of  cutting 
wires,  the  number  of  bricks  produced 
may  be  just  such  as  the  manufacturer 

thinks  fit 

But  then  it  has  been  argued  very 
strenuously  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff 
— ^and  indeed  the  argument  in  reply 
was  chiefly  directed  to  this  point — that, 
notwithstanding  all  the  facts  proved, 
the  Plaintiff's  invention,  consisting  of  a 
combination  of  mechanical  principles 
and  agents  not  in  themselves  new,  hut 
consisting  of  "the  arrangement   and 
constroction  of  the  parU  described"  in 
the  specification  and  drawings,  such  ar- 
rangement and  construction  so  ckimed 
by  him  woAld  support  his  patent ;  and 
in  support  of  this  argument  great  stress 
was  laid  upon  the  facts  proved  by  the 
Plaintiffs  witnesses  — that  the  bricks 
made  by  his  machine  were  worth  2b, 
per  thousand  more  than  any  others, 
and  that  it  could  produce  from  3000  to 
5000  more  bricks  per  diem  than  any 
other  machine  with  which  the  wit- 
nesses   were    acquainted;    and    there 
were  many    of  such   witnesses,  well 
acquainted  with  brick  making  and  with 
the  machines  employed  in  that  manu- 
facture, who  spoke  of  the  Plaintiff's 
machine  in  terms  of  unqualified  com- 
mendation, and  said  that,  according  to 


their  knowledge,  it  was  a  novelty,  and 
an  improvement  upon  all  the  brick- 
making   machines  with   which   they 
were  acquainted.     But,  assuming  all 
this  to  be  true,  I  do  not  think  it  can 
therefore  be  held  that  the  Plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  the  monopoly  which  the 
patent  purporte  to  grant.     Ko  doubt  a 
combination  of  things  not  in  them- 
selves new,  but  which  combination  is 
perfectly  new  in  the  form  in  which  the 
inventor  has  cast  it,  and  producing  new 
and  more  beneficial  results,  may  be 
the  subject  of  a  patent:  Huddart  v. 
Orimshaw    (Webster's  Patent   Cases, 
85).    But  I  am  aware  of  no  esse  in 
which  it  has  been  held  that  the  mere 
arrangement  of  common    elementary 
mechanical  materials,  and  the  construc- 
tion by  means  of  such  arrangement  of 
a   machine  which  produces  no  other 
result  than  that  which  had  been  pre- 
viously accomplished  by  other  mecha- 
nical  arrangements  and  construction, 
would  support  a  patent    If  it  were  so, 
there  would  be  no  protection  to  the 
public  or  to  earlier  patents  against  the 
ingenuity  of  any  artisan  who  might 
have  the  skill  to  arrange  the  old  mecha- 
nism in  a  new  shape,  and  thereby  to 
appropriate  to  himself  the  fruits  of  pre- 
vious inventors  in  the  proper  sense  of 
that  term,  so  that  the  privilege  and 
reward  which  the  law  only  concedes  to 
art  and  wit  and  invention   might  be 
bestowed  upon  mere  skill  in  handicraft. 
If,  however,  there  were  in  this  in- 
stance any  such  novelty  in  the  arrange- 
ment adopted  by  the  Plaintiff  as  would 
give  to  what  is  called  his  invention  the 
character  of  an  art,  it  is  neither  shewn 
by  the  evidence,  nor  is   it   stated  in 
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novelty  of  the  Plaintiff's  inyention,  it  is  necessary  to  consider 
whether  that  novelty  is  de  jure  as  well  as  de  facto,  that  is  to  say, 
whether  there  has  been  any  such  anticipation  of  the  invention,  either 
by  any  former  patent  or  by  any  former  user  of  any  other  madiine 
as  to  invalidate  his  right  to  the  protection  of  the  patent  law.  Now 
it  will  be  convenient,  before  considering  that,  to  see  what  is  the 
true  construction  of  the  Plaintiff's  specification,  and  what  it  is  that 
he  has  claimed  by  it.  [His  Lordship  here  read  the  material  parts 
of  the  specification,  as  given  above.] 

Now  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plain  meaning  of  that  specifica* 
tion  is  that  the  Plaintiff  claims  the  machine,  that  he  claims  the 
combination  as  the  means  of  enabling  him  to  produce  this  result, 
namely,  that  the  workman  can  by  one  turn  of  the  wrisf  at  once 
cut  a  mass  of  clay  into  twelve  or  more  bricks,  put  upon  a  board  so 
that  they  may  be  removed  from  there  to  the  drying  place  without 
ever  being  touched  by  the  hand  of  the  operator.  The  claim  is 
not  to  any  particular  part ;  it  is  not  a  claim  to  the  wire  for  cutting, 
because  everybody  knows  that  wire  will  cut  a  plastic  substance ; 
nor  to  the  forcing  the  plastic  pubstance  against  the  wire,  because 
everybody  knows  that  whether  you  move  the  substance  or  move  the 
cutting  instrument  you  produce  a  division  in  that  way.  It  is  not 
a  claim  for  the  table,  any  more  than  for  the  legs  of  the  table,  or 
anything  else  that  forms  a  part  of  the  machine.    It  is  a  claim  for 
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terms  in  the  specification,  which  con- 
tains no  mention  of  or  reference  to  any 
previous  machines  or  mode  of  operating 
upon  which  it  is  assumed,  under  the 
vague  generality  of  the  title  and  claim, 
that  the  FlaintifTs  invention  is  an 
improvement.  The  law  applicable  to 
this  subject  is  stated  in  most  clear 
terms  by  Lord  Westhury  in  his  judg- 
ment in  FoxweU  v.  Bostock  (12  W.  K. 
723).  It  was  said,  indeed,  that  the 
question  there  decided  related  to  an  ex- 
tremely complicated  machine,  and  no 
doubt  that  was  so ;  but  the  decision 
was  upon  a  principle  of  law,  which  must 
be  the  same  to  whatever  subject  it  may 
be  applied. 


[His  Honour  read  a  paEsage  from 
Lord  Weslhury's  judgment^  and  con- 
tinued : — "] 

With  this  very  clear  exposition  of 
the  law,  founded  as  it  is  upon  the  autho- 
rity of  many  decided  cases,  I  am  bound 
to  hold,  as  I  do,  that  the  Plaintiflfs 
specification  is  insufficient  in  the  re- 
spect I  have  last  mentioned.  And 
upon  this  ground — ^but  not  upon  this 
ground  alone — ^I  am  of  opinion,  having 
regard  to  the  pleadings  and  to  the  evi- 
dence in  this  cause,  that,  for  the  rea- 
sons I  have  endeavoured  to  express,  the 
FlaintifTs  suit  fails,  and  his  bill  must  be 
dismissed. 


TOL.  Vn.]  OEANOEBT  APFEAI& 

tile  entire  macliine,  produced  hy  tbearrangemeat  and  oonstractioii         l.  i  r 
of  the  parts  tbereinbefore  set  fortli.  j„_^ ' 

Th&ti.then,  being  the  claim,  let  as  see  whether  it  hag  been  in. 
any  manner  anticipated.  The  only  things  upon  which  any  great 
stress  has  been  laid  before  na  are  DaJUke'a  patent,  and  the  machine  ^^ 
called  the  "  (German  Machine,"  being  in  truth  another  form  of 
Dahlke's  machine,  which  is  said  to  have  been  in  use  at  the  vorks 
of  the  Defendants,  partly  daring  his  time  and  partly  during  tbo 
time  of  his  partner,  who  was  an  intermediate  owner  he&ao  ho 
resamed  the  posseaoon  of  it. 

[His  Lordship  then  read  the  material  parts  of  Ztahlke's  specifi- 
cation, which  described  a  complicated  apparatus,  from  which  the 
hricks,  after  having  been  cut,  were  taken  away  by  hand,  and  claimed 
the  combination  as  the  subject  of  the  patent] 

It  is  quite  dear  to  my  mind  that  the  invention  of  Dah&^t  is  a 
thing  so  substantially  difEbrent  in  its  principle,  and  all  its  details, 
from  that  of  the  Plaintiff,  that  if  it  were  made  to^ay  for  the  first 
time  it  could  not  be  considered  as  an  infringement  of  the  Plaintiff's 
patent.  The  only  similarity  that  I  can  find  in  them  is  that  m 
each  there  ia  a  division  by  a  cutting  wire  of  a  lamp  of  clay  into 
bricks,  and  that  that  division  is  efiected  by  means  of  the  pressure 
of  the  day  against  the  cutting  wire.  As  I  said  before  it  appears 
to  me  a  matter  of  common  knowledge  that  clay  can  be  cot  by  a 
wire,  and  that  it  is  a  mere  matter  of  arrangement  whether  you  ou  t 
it  by  means  of  pressing  it  against  the  wire,  or  letting  the  wit>e 
press  through  the  material  itself.  This  patent  of  DahSte'a,  after 
having  had  a  fruitless  existence  for  three  years,  as  we  were  tdd  at 
the  bar,  was  suffered  to  expire  before  the  Plaintiff's  patent  was 
taken  out 

Now  we  come  to  deal  with  the  machine  which  the  Defendants 
say  was  used  in  their  works.  With  r^ard  to  that,  there  was  in 
the  Conrt  below  a  great  mass  of  contradictory  and  utterly  irrecon- 
dlable  evidence  ;  and  it  was  qoite  dear  that  tiie  witnesses  on  one 
side  or  the  other  were  not  speaking  the  truth.  The  Vice-Chancellor 
came  to  the  conclosi<Ht  that  the  weightof  evidence  was  in  £ivonr  of 
the  Defendants  and  their  witnesses  as  to  the  time  at  which  this 
^■utdiine  was  made  and  used  at  the  Defendants'  works.  The 
Plaintiff's  coonsel  before  as  has'  thought  it  best  not  to  invite  ns  to 
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reconsider  that  matter,  and  has  in  fact  said  that,  according  to  his 
view  of  the  case,  it  is  wholly  immaterial,  and  that,  in  some  aspects 
of  the  case,  the  Defendants*  account  of  that  machine  is  strong 
evidence  indeed  in  support  of  the  Plaintiffs  case.    One  of  the 
Defendants  says  that  he,  or  a  person  representing  him,  was  in 
Oermany  in  the  year  1863  or  1864,  and  there  saw  the  Saehseriberg 
machine,  or  a  description  of  it,  and  he  thought  it  worth  while  to 
bring  home  with  him  the  Grerman  description  of  it,  which  he  has 
produced  in  evidence.    This  machine  is,  in  fact,  the  same  as 
Dahlke^B ;  and  the  Defendant  says  that,  from  the  description  which 
he  brought  home,  a  machine  was  made  at  the  latter  end  of  the 
year  1864,  but  made  with  this  variation,  that  finding  the  rollers 
cumbersome  and  useless,  he  substituted  for  them  a  table,  which, 
he  says,  answered  the  same  purpose  as  the  plane  table  surfeice  in 
the  Plaintiff's  patent.     He  says  that  the  Defendants  made  that 
machine,  and  that  it  was  exhibited  at  work  to  a  great  number  of 
engineers  and  brickmakers.    It  does  not  appear,  however,  that  the 
machine  itself  was  a  machine  actually  made  for  sale.    It  was,  no 
doubt,  a  working  specimen — not  the  thing  itself,  which  he  "granted 
to  sell,  but  a  working  specimen,  for  which  he  was  ready,  as  a 
maker,  to  take  orders.    Now,  of  all  those  machine  makers  and 
engineers  and  brickmakers  whom  he  represents  as  having  seen  the 
thing  tried  and  in  work,  not  one  has  been  called  to  prove  that  he 
thought  the  machine  of  the  sUghtest  utility.     One  witness  only 
there  is  who  says  that  he  was  in  the  habit  of  going  with  people  to 
shew  them  the  Defendants'  machines,  and,  amongst  others,  they 
inspected  in  his  presence  this  German  machine ;  but  none  of  them 
would  buy  it,  because  the  common  table  cost  £4,  and  the  German 
machine  would  cost  £15.    That  seems  very  nearly  conclusive  as  to 
its  being  of  no  use ;  for  if  it  had  substantially  saved  any  labour  in 
the  process  of  brickmaking,  such  a  difference  of  price  would  be  a 
matter  of  no  importance  whatever.    There  is  no  doubt  that  a 
brickmaker  in  much  work  would  spend  £11  or  £15  over  and  over 
again  in  order  to  get  a  machine  which  would  give  him  the  slightest 
probability  of  effecting  any  economy  in  his  work.    No  machine  of 
this  description  was  ever  bought ;  and  upon  a  change  of  partner- 
ship upon  Mr.  Clayton  retiring,  leaving  his  partner,  Mr.  Dixsee,  in 
possession,  this  machine  and  another  were  valued  together  by  the 
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outgoing  and  incoming  partners  as  worth  £3,  which,  prohahly,  was       L.  jj. 
hardly  the  value  of  the  materials.     Then,  on  the  other  side,  there        I872 
is  the  eyidence  of  Newland,  who  says  that  it  was  an  entire  failure ;      m^^y 
that  it  was  utterly  useless  for  all  practical  purposes  whatever;  that     claytojt 

when  he  was  working  it  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  it,  he  could  not        

work  at  it  for  more  than  a  quarter  of  an  hour  or  twenty  minutes  ^ 

at  a  time  on  account  of  the  labour  being  so  great,  and  that,  in  his  j 

opinion,  if  it  were  arranged  so  as  to  make  six  bricks  at  once  instead  j 

of  the  three  which  it  did  make,  it  would  be  utterly  impossible  for  i 

a  man  to  work  it  at  alL    Other  witnesses  gave  evidence  to  the  \ 

same  effect.  This  evidence  fully  explains  why  the  thing  was  an 
absolute  and  entire  failure,  because  the  merit  of  every  invention  of 
this  kind  is  that  it  saves  labour.  If,  then,  a  machine  requires 
more  labour  to  work  it  than  would  be  required  to  do  the  same 
work  by  hand,  that  machine  is,  as  described  by  the  witnesses,  a 
perfectly  useless  and  abortive  attempt  at  improvement.  On  the 
other  hand,  there  is  the  evidence  of  Mr.  JBrammU  (and  perhaps  j 

there  may  be  some  other  witnesses  who  speak  to  the  same  eflfect)  , 

that  he  has  seen  the  machine  at  work,  and  that  it  is  "  a  perfectly  | 

eflScient  machine."    We  have  seen  it  worked  here  in  Court,  and 
no  doubt  in  one  sense  it  is  an  eflScient  machine ;  it  does  cut  oflF  the  i. 

three  bricks,  but  that  is  all  that  it  does.    There  is  nothing  what- 
ever to  countervail  the  evidence  that  it  is  practically  quite  useless. 
Now,  I  am  not  aware  of  any  principle  or  authority  upon  which  the 
exhibition  of  a  useless  machine  which  turns  out  a  failure  can  be 
held  to  affect  the  right  of  a  patentee  who  has  made  a  successful 
machine,  although  there  may  be  a  degree  of  similarity  between 
some  of  the  details  of  the  two  machines.     This  question  is  not 
wholly  untouched  by  authority.     In  Janes  v.  Pearee  (I)  a  patentee 
had  patented  a  particular  wheel.    The  evidence  shewed  that  a 
wheel  constructed  on  the  same  principle  had  been  used  by  Mr. 
Struii  at  his  works  near  Derby,  first  on  the  road  for  a  long  time, 
and  afterwards  for  conveying  articles  of  farm  produce  from  his 
farm  to  the  works ;  but  after  it  had  been  used  for  some  years  it 
had  been  put  aside,  and  when  worn  out  it  was  never  replaced. 
This  had  taken  place  some  years  before  the  Plaintiff  had  taken  out 
his  patent     There  had  been  the  public  use  of  these  wheels  upon 

(I)  1  Wel)8.  Pat.  Cas.  122. 
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the  roads,  and  Mr.  Justice  Pattesan  left  the  case  to  the  jury  in 
these  terms:  " If,  on  the  whole  of  this  evidence,  either  on  the  one 
side  or  the  other,  it  appeared  that  this  wheel,  constmcted  by  Mr. 
Strutfs  order  in  1814,  was  a  wheel  on  the  same  principles,  and  in 
substance  the  same  wheel  as  the  other  for  which  the  Plaintiff  has 
taken  ont  his  patent,  and  that  it  was  used  openly  in  public  so 
that  everybody  might  see  it,  and  he  had  continued  to  use  the  same 
thing  up  to  the  time  of  taking  out  the  patent^  undoubtedly  then 
that  would  be  a  ground  to  say  that  the  Plaintiff's  invention  is  not 
new,  and  if  it  is  not  new  of  course  his  patent  is  bad,  and  he 
cannot  recover  in  this  action.  But  if,  on  the  other  hand,  you  are 
of  opinion  that  Mr.  Strutt's  was  an  experiment,  and  that  he  found 
it  did  not  answer,  and  ceased  to  use  it  altogether,  and  abandoned  it 
as  useless,  and  nobody  else  followed  it  up,  and  that  the  Plaintiff's 
invention  which  came  afterwards  was  his  own  invention,  and 
remedied  the  defects,  if  I  may  so  say,  although  he  knew  nothing 
of  Mr.  StruiPs  wheel  he  remedied  the  defects  of  Mr.  StrutPB  wheel, 
then  there  is  no  reason  for  saying  the  Plaintiff's  patent  is  not 
good."  Therefore,  if  there  were  defects  in  the  German  machine 
which  made  it  useless,  and  the  Plaintiff  afterwards  made  a  machine 
in  which  those  defects  were  remedied  so  as  to  make  it  a  good 
machine  instead  of  an  abortive  one,  he  would  be  entitled  to 
maintain  his  patent. 

But  the  case  does  not  stop  there.  The  Defendants  appear  to 
have  been  the  only  persons  in  England  who  knew  of  the  German 
machine.  It  had  attracted  their  attention  so  much  that  they 
brought  over  the  description  of  it  to  this  country;  they  made 
one  of  these  machines,  improved  it,  and  tried  it,  and  having  their 
minds  applied  to  the  obtaining  the  same  object  or  a  similar  object, 
they  never  think  of  making  a  table  at  all  like  that  of  the  Plain- 
tiff. Instead  of  that»  they  make  a  machine  apparently  of  con- 
siderable merit,  which  is  known  as  Dixsee's  machine.  This 
machine,  the  patent  of  which  is  before  us,  is  substantially  and 
materially  different  in  all  respects  from  the  Plaintiff's  machine, 
and  it  has  not  been  suggested  to  us  that  it  is  an  anticipation  of 
the  Plaintiff's  machine.  Of  course  if  it  were  the  parties  would 
be  reversed,  because  J)ia$ee*8  patent  is  still  in  force,  and  the  owner 
of  it  would  be  filing  his  bill  against  the  Plaintiff. 
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[His  Lordship  then  considered  the  eyidence  given  by  Mr.  Ber^  L.  Jj 
nay$y  an  assistant  civil  engineer  at  Chatham  Dockyard,  as  to  a  I872' 
trial  by  the  Admiralty  of  several  brickmaking  machines  in  1865 
in  which  the  Defendants  were  among  the  competitors,  and  con- 
tinaed:— ]  '  "    Clattoh, 

This  evidence  shews  that  the  Defendants,  when  competing  fo 
Gk)vemment  work,  with  all  the  knowledge  they  possessed  from  thi 
previous  user,  which  is  said  to  be  an  anticipation  of  the  Plaintiff* 
patent,  never  thought  of  anything  in  any  way  like  the  machiQe 
which  the  Plaintiff  invented ;  and  it  is  scarcely  possible  to  get 
stronger  evidence  of  the  entire  novelty  of  the  Plaintiff's  machine. 
The  machine,  too,  when  produced,  is  so  simple  and  so  completelv 
adapted  to  effect  its  object^  that  one  feels  disposed  to  wonder  how 
people  could  have  gone  on  for  thousands  of  years  making  bricks 
without  ever  having  thought  of  it ;  but  that  is  the  case  with  many 
noted  inventions — ^when  the  thing  is  once  hit  it  seems  a  marvel 
that  it  was  not  hit  before.  ' 

Before  proceeding  to  consider  the  last  question,  that  of  infringe- 
ment, it  is  necessary  to  refer  to  the  Vice-Chancellor's  judgment. 
His  Honour,  after  referring  to  the  evidence  of  the  witnesses  who 
spoke  of  the  Plaintiff's  machine  in  terms  of  unqualified  commen- 
dation, and  said  that,  according  to  their  knowledge,  it  was  a  novelty 
and  an  improvement  upon  all  the  brickmaking  machines  with  which 
they  were  acquainted,  says :  **  But,  assuming  all  this  to  be  true, 
I  do  not  thmk  that  it  can  therefore  be  held  that  the  Plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  the  monopoly  which  the  patent  purports  to  grant  No 
doubt  a  combination  of  things,  not  in  themselves  new,  but  which 
combination  is  perfectly  new  in  the  form  in  which  the  inventor 
has  cast  it,  and  producing  new  and  more  beneficial  results,  may  be 
the  subject  of  a  patent ;  but  I  am  aware  of  no  case  in  which  it  has 
been  held  that  the  mere  arrangement  of  common,  elementary 
mechanical  materials,  and  the  construction,  by  means  of  such  ar- 
raogement,  of  a  machine  which  produces  no  other  result  than  that 
which  had  been  previously  accomplished  by  other  mechanical 
arrangements  and  constmction,  would  support  a  patent.  If  it 
were  so,  there  would-be  no  protection  to  the  public  or  to  earlier 
patents  against  the  ingenuity  of  any  artisan  who^might  have  the 
skill  to  arrange  the  old  mechanism  in  a  new  shape,  and  thereby  to 
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appropriate  to  himself  the  fruits  of  previous  inventors,  in  the 
proper  sense  of  that  term,  and  so  that  the  privilege  and  reward 
which  the  law  only  concedes  to  art,  and  wit,  and  invention,  might 
be  bestowed  upon  mere  skill  in  handicraft." 

I  find  it  very  difficult  to  reconcile  this  proposition  with  what  has 
been  said  by  many  Judges  in  many  cases,  and  more  particularly  in 
the  case  of  Crane  v.  Price  (1).    Now,  no  doubt  Crane  v.  Priee  has 
been  questioned,  and  if  I  may  be  permitted  to  say  so,  with  all 
respect  to  the  very  powerful  tribunal  which  decided  that  case,  I 
have  never  been  satisfied  with  the  decision.     That,  however,  was 
simply  because  I  could  not  see  how  the  word  ''combination*' 
could  be  properly  applied  to  the  introduction  of  a  particular  kind 
of  fuel  into  a  machine  which  had  been  patented  for  the  use  of 
every  kind  of  fuel  in  the  making  of  iron ;  and  neither  I  nor,  so  far 
as  I  am  aware,  any  other  Judge  has  ever  questioned  the  principles 
upon  which  that  case  was  decided,  and  which  are  thus  laid  down  in 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  delivered  by  Chief  Justice  TindaZ  (2) : 
*'  We  are  of  opinion  that  if  the  result  produced  by  sueh  a  combi- 
nation is  either  a  new  article,  or  a  better  article,  or  a  cheaper 
article  to  the  public,  than  that  produced  before  by  the  old  method, 
that  such  combination  is  an  invention  or  manufacture  intended  by 
the  statute,  and  may  well  become  the  subject  of  a  patent.   Such  an 
assumed  state  of  facts  £Bklls  clearly  within  the  principle 'exemplified 
by  Abbott,  C  J.,  where  he  is  determining  what  is  or  what  is  not  the 
subject  of  a  patent,  namely,  it  may,  perhaps,  extend  to  a  new  pro- 
cess to  be  carried  on  by  known  implements  or  elements  acting 
upon  known  substances,  and  ultimately  producing  some  other 
known  substance,  but  producing  it  in  a  cheaper  or  more  expedi- 
tious manner,  or  of  a  better  or  more  useful  kind.    And  it  falls  also 
within  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  Lord  Etdan,  that  there  may  be 
a  valid  patent  for  a  new  combination  of  materials  previously  in  use 
for  the  same  purpose,  or  even  for  a  new  method  of  applying  such 
materials.    But  the  specification  must  clearly  express  that  it  is  in 
respect  of  such  new  combination  or  application." 

That  being  so,  I  cannot  concur  with  the  Vice-Chancellor  in 
saying  that  the  patent  of  the    Plaintiff  was  to  be  invalidated 
upon  the  principle  which  he  has  laid  down,  because,  if  the  evidence 
(1)  1  Web^  Pat  Cas.  893.  (2)  1  Webs.  Pat.  Cas.  409. 
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is  to  1)6  believed,  what  the  Plfldntiff  has  done  is  that  he  has  pro- 
duced a  thing  in  a  more  expeditious  nxauner,  in  a  more  economical 
manner,  and  of  a  better  quality.     We  have  then  to  determine 
whether   the   Defendants'    machine   is  an    infringement    of    the 
Plaintiff's  patent— whether  it  is  a  reproduction  of  the  Plaintiffs 
machine  with  colourable  alterations,  with  the  use  of  what  have 
been  called  "  mechanical  equivalents."     It  appears  to  me  that  the 
Defendants  have  simply  made  a  transposition,  that  ia,  that  instead 
of  moving  the  clay  against  the  wires  they  have  made  the  wires 
move  against  the  clay.     It  appears  to  me  that  what  Mr.  Pole  baa 
said  on  the  subject  in  his  evidence  is  perfectly  accurate.     He 
describes  the  details  of  what  is  done  by  the  Plaintiff's  machine, 
and  what  is  done  by  the  Defendants'  machine,  and  he  says  this 
amounts  simply  to  inverting  the  relative  motions  of  the  parts  in 
regard  to  each  other,  the  essential  action  and  the  result  produced 
being  identical  in  the  two  cases.    That  is  exactly  the  case  of  a 
colourable  variation.    This  machine,  which  was  made  by  the  De- 
fendants after  they  had  seen  the  Plaintiff's  machine  in  use,  effects 
the  same  object;  but,  according  to  the  evidence  (which  is  not 
contradicted),  it  effects  it  by  an  enormously  greater  expenditure  of 
power,  as  to  which  we  may  refer  to  the  language  of  Lord  HcUherley 
in  Daw  v.  JSfoy  (1),  to  the  effect  that  a  clumsy  imitation  of  a 
patented  machine  or  a  patented  article  may  be  an  infringement, 
although  it  is  not  such  as  would  have  been  an  anticipation  defeating 

the  Plaintirs  right. 

Perhaps  I  ought,  before  parting  with  the  case,  to  refer  to  the 
observations  of  the  Vice-Chancellor,  that  the  Plaintiff's  specification 
is  not  BujBBcient  upon  the  principles  laid  down  by  Lord  Wesibuty  in 
FoxweU  V.  Bostock  (2).  I  had  occasion  to  deal  with  an  objection 
grounded  on  Foxtvell  v.  Bostock  in  the  case  of  Parkes  v.  Stevens  (3), 
and  I  refer  to  what  I  said  in  that  case,  because  I  find  it  was  in  sub- 
stance approved  of  and  affirmed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  on  appeal. 
I  there  said :  "  It  is  obvious  that  a  patentee  does  not  comply,  as 
he  ought  to  do,  with  the  condition  of  his  grant  if  the  improvement 
is  only  to  be  found,  like  a  piece  of  gold,  mixed  up  with  a  great 
quantity  of  alloy,  and  if  a  person,  desiring  to  find  out  what  was  new 

(1)  Law  Hep.  5  Eq.  496.  (2)  12  W.  R.  723. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  8  Eq.  358. 
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and  what  was  claimed  as  new,  would  have  to  get  rid  of  a  large 
portion  of  the  specification  by  eliminating  from  it  all  that  was  old 
and  common-place,  all  that  was  the  subject  of  other  patents  or  of 
other  improvements,  bringing  to  the  subject  not  only  the  knowledge 
of  an  ordinary  skilled  artisan,  but  of  a  patent  lawyer  or  ageni.*^ 
I  go  on  to  say :  *'  After  all,  the  question  of  sufficiency  of  speci- 
fication is  not  a  question  of  law,  it  is  a  question  really  of  £bu^  in 
each  particular  case.    In  this  case  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  paten- 
tee has  a  right  to  have  his  specification  of  1865  read  with  his 
specification  of  1862 ;  and,  reading  them  together,  I  do  not  think 
any  maker  of  lamps  would  have  any  substantial  difficulty  in  ascer- 
taining what  was  claimed  under  the  general  description  of  the 
arrangement  and  combination  of  parts  hereinbefore  described  and 
represented  in  the  drawings  annexed*"     Accordingly,  upon  the 
issue  of  the  validity  of  the  patent  and  the  sufficiency  of  the  speci- 
cation,  I  found  for  the  Plaintifi^,  although  I  found  for  the  Defendant 
upon  the  question  of  infringement.    Both  sides  appealed,  and  the 
present  Lord  Chancellor,  in  his  judgment,  says : ''  As  to  the  validity 
of  his  second  patent,  which  has  been  disputed,  there  is  a  clear  line 
marking  off  the  old  from  the  new  "  (the  objection  was  that  the 
Plaintiff  had  taken  out  two  patents,  each  of  them  for  improve- 
ments in  the  same  direction  and  in  the  same  terms,  and  that  he 
did  not  say  which  part  was  covered  by  the  old  as  distinguished 
from  the  new), ''  in  a  manner  which  could  not  be  mistaken  by  any- 
body properly  understanding  the  English  language,  and  no  one 
would  be  obliged  to  have  recourse  to  further  investigation  (which 
was  the  ground  of  the  decision  in  FamoeB  v.  Bostoek  (1)  )  in  order  to 
know  what  parts  he  might  take  and  what  parts  he  might  not  take 
under  each  patent.    I  think,  therefore,  that  there  is  no  objection 
to  the  specification  upon  that  ground."    I  am  of  opinion  here,  on 
the  same  principle,  that  there  is  no  valid  objection  to  the  specifi- 
cation, founded  on  the  decision  in  FoxweU  v.  Bostoek,  even  if  the 
specification  were  objected  to  by  the  Defendants  in  their  answer, 
which  it  is  not. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  has  made  out 
that  he  is  the  true  inventor  of  a  new  and  useful  invention,  that  the 
Defendants  have  failed  to  make  out  any  objection  to  the  Plaintiff's 

(1)  12  W.  R.  723. 
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€pecification,  and  that  the  Defendants  are  proved  to  have  infringed 
the  Plaintiff's  patent.  Therefore,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Vice- 
Chancellor's,  decision  shonld  be  reversed,  and  that  in  lieu  thereof 
there  should  be  a  decree  for  a  perpetual  injunction  against  the 
Defendants,  with  the  usual  consequential  direction  as  to  the  account 
to  be  taken. 

Sir  G.  Melmsh,  LJ.,  concurred. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  VaUanee  cfc  VdOanee ;  Messrs.  Wilson,  Bria- 
4aw,  &  Oarpmad, 
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In  re  IMPERIAL  LAND  COMPANY  OP  MARSEILLES. 

HABBIS'  CASE. 

Contract^Acceptance  hy  LeUer-^Bevocationr^JUotrnmU  qf  Sharu—Ddegatum 

qf  Pawer-^New  Condition. 

A  contract  is  complete  when  a  letter  has  been  posted  accepting  an  offer 
which  can  be  accepted  by  letter  sa  sent. 

A  letter  of  application  for  shares  in  a  company  was  put  into  the  post, 
and  was  duly  received  by  the  directors.  A  committee  appointed  by  the 
directors  allotted  100  shares  to  the  applicant,  and  the  secretary  of  the  com- 
pany put  into  the  post  a  letter  addrwsed  to  the  applicant  informing  him 
that  the  shares  had  been  allotted  to  him,  and  that  10  per  cent  interest  would 
be  charged  on  the  balance  due  in  respect  of  the  shares.  The  letter  was  duly 
received  by  the  applicant,  but  before  he  received  it  he  had  sent  by  post  a  letter 
declining  to  accept  any  shares : — 

jETeW;  that  the  contract  was  completed  when  the  letter  announcmg  the 
allotment  of  the  shares  was  put  into  the  post : 

Edd^  that  under  the  articles  of  association  of  the  company,  the  allotment  of 
shares  by  a  committee  instead  of  by  the  whole  board  of  directors,  was  valid: 
Edd^  that  the  provision  for  payment  of  interest  on  the  balance  was  not 
a  new  term  introduced  into  the  contract. 
DeciBion  of  Malint^  V.O.,  affirmed. 
Jhadop  V.  Eiggins  (1)  discussed. 
BriHsh  and  American  TeUgraph  Company  v.  Cdaon,  (2)  disapproved  oC 

In  February,  1866,  the  prospectus  of  a  company  in  London,  called 
the  hwpmal  Land  Company  of  Marseilles,  LimUed,  was  published, 
requiring  applicants  for  shares  to  pay  £1  per  share  on  application 
and  £4  on  allotment,  and  stating  that  interest  at  the  rate  of  10  per 
(1)  1  H.  L.  C.  381.  (2)  Law  Bep.  6  Ex.  108. 
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cent,  per  annum  would  during  the  construction  of  the  works  be 
paid  to  the  shareholders. 

Mr.  Lewis  Harris^  of  Dublin^  filled  up  a  letter  of  application  for 
shares  as  follows : — 

'*  To  the  Directors  of  the  Imperial  Land  Company  of  Mar ^ 
seiHes,  Limited. 
**  Gentlemen, — Having  paid  to  your  credit  with  the  National 
Bank  the  sum  of  £200,  being  the  deposit  of  £1  per  share  on 
200  shares  in  the  above  company,  I  request  that  you  will  allot 
me  200  shares  of  £20  each  in  the  Imperial  Land  Company  ef 
Marseilles^  Limited^  and  I  hereby  undertake  to  accept  the  same, 
or  any  smaller  number  which  you  may  allot  to  me,  and  to  pay  the 
balance,  £19  per  share,  thereon ;  and  I  agree  to  become  a  member 
of  the  company,  and  request  you  to  place  my  name  on  the- 
register  of  members,  in  respect  of  the  shares  allotted  to  me. 

^  I  am,  Gentlemen, 

**  Tour  obedient  servant, 

''  Name  in  full :  Lewis  Harris. 

"  Address  in  full :  19,  Suffolk  Street,  DMin. 

"  Profession :  Bill  broker. 

*'  Usual  signature :  L.  Harris. 

"  Date :  5th  March,  1866." 

This  letter  was  sent  by  Mr.  Harris  to  the  directors  through  a 
bank,  and  was  duly  received.  The  directors  appointed  a  committee 
to  allot  the  shares,  and  100  shares  were  allotted  to  Mr.  Harris  (1)» 
A  letter  from  the  secretary  of  the  company,  containing  notice  of 
this  allotment,  addressed  to  Mr.  Harris  at  his  Dublin  address, 
was  put  into  the  post-office  at  Lombard  Street.  There  was  some 
dispute  as  to  the  exact  time  of  posting,  but  the  letter  was  posted 
either  on  the  15th  or  very  early  in  the  morning  of  the  16th  of 
March,  1866,  and  was  received  by  Mr.  Harris  at  Dublin  on  the 
17th.  This  letter,  after  stating  that  the  directors  had  allotted  to 
Mr.  Harris  100  shares  in  the  company,  on  which  a  balance  of 

(1)  The  articles  of  association  of  the  discretion  of  the  board.*'  Sect.  87:  "The 

company  provided  for  the  appointment  directors  may  delegate  any  of  their 

of  aboard  of  directors,  and  contained  powers  to  committees  consisting  of  soch 

the  following  clauses : — Sect.  7 :  "  The  number  of  the  members  of  their  body 

shares  shall  be  allotted  by  and  at  the  as  the  directors  may  think  fit** 
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£300  was  payable  to  the  bankers  of  the  company  not  later  than 
the  2l8t  of  March,  1866»  proceeded  thus : — 

*'  As  the  interest  warrants  attached  to  the  shares  bear  interest 
from  the  21st  of  March,  1866,  punctual  payment  of  the  above 
balance  is  requisite.  The  bankers  are  instructed  not  to  receive 
payments  after  that  day  without  charging  interest  at  10  per  cent. 
per  annum." 

On  the  16th  of  March  Mr.  Harris  had  written,  and  put  into  the 
post  at  Dublin^  the  following  letter  addressed  to  the  directors  in 
I/ondan,  declining  to  accept  shares  in  the  company : — 

**  Gentlemen, — On  the  5th  of  March  instant  I  paid  to  your 
credit  into  the  National  Bank,  Dublin,  £200,  being  a  deposit  of 
£1  per  share  on  an  application  for  200  shares  in  the  above  com- 
pany. I  hereby  give  you  notice  that,  inasmuch  as  up  to  this  date 
I  have  received  no  allotment,  I  hereby  withdraw  the  aforesaid 
application,  and  request  you  will  forthwith  return  me  my  deposit 
of  £200,  as  I  shall  not  accept  any  shares  now  allotted,  or  hold 
myself  in  any  way  liable.** 

The  secretary  of  the  company  answered  on  the  17th  of  March 
that  it  was  too  late  to  withdraw  the  application  for  shares ;  and 
Mr.  Harrises  name  was  placed  on  the  register  of  members  as 
holding  100  shares,  Mr.  Harris,  however,  by  his  solicitors  con- 
tinued to  deny  that  he  was  a  shareholder,  and  much  correspondence 
passed  on  the  subject. 

An  order  was  made  for  winding  up  the  company,  and  Mr.  Harris, 
and  two  other  persons  in  a  similar  position,  on  the  23rd  of  July, 
1869  took  out  a  summons  to  have  their  names  removed  from  the 
list  of  contributories. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  Malins  dismissed  the  summons  (1),  and 
Mr.  Harris  appealed. 


(1)  1872.  March  4. 

Sm  R.  Malins,  V.C,  after  stoting 
the  facts  of  the  case,  said,  that  the 
first  serious  objection  which  had  been 
xnade  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Harris  was 
that  the  allotment  was  altogether  in- 
valid as  having  been  made  by  a  com- 
mittee, and  not  by  the  board  of  direc- 


tors ;  and  the  7th  clause  of  the  articles, 
stating  that  the  Shares  were  to  be 
allotted  by  and  at  the  discretion  of  the 
board,  was  relied  upon.  This  was  a 
very  serious  objection,  for  if  it  prevailed 
the  whole  allotment  was  invalid.  But 
the  87th  clause  provided  for  the  delega- 
tion by  the  directors  of  their  powers  to 
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Si^  #! 


Mr.  CWe,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Everiitj  for  the  Appellant : — 

We  say  that  the  contract  to  take  shares  was  not  binding  until 
the  letter  allotting  them  was  received:  British  and  American 
Telegraph  Company  v.  Cdson  (1);  Townsend^s  Case  (2);  EMs 
Caee  (3).  No  doubt  there  have  been  cases  where  a  contract  has 
been  held  complete  when  the  letter  accepting  an  offer  has  been 
posted ;  but  these  were  all  mercantile  cases,  in  which  the  law  is 
necessarily  different.  Until  the  letter  has  reached  its  destination, 
the  acceptance  may  be  retracted :  Du/nlop  y.  Eiggins  (4). 

Moreover,  the  letter  of  allotment  is  not  a  simple  acceptance,  but 
introduces  a  condition  as  to  interest  which  is  a  new  term :  Oriefidd 


committees.  It  was  therefore  clear 
that  the  directors  might  so  delegate  the 
duty  of  allotting  shares,  and  it  was  very 
proper  that  they  should  do  so.  On  this 
point  Howard^s  Case  (Law  Hep.  1  Gh. 
661^  was  referred  to,  hut  in  that  case 
there  was  no  valid  delegation  of  autho- 
rity, and  it  did  not  affect  the  present 
case.  This  objection  had  altogether 
failed. 

Then  as  to  the  question  of  acceptance, 
and  as  to  when  a  letter  of  acceptance 
became  binding.  His  Honour  then 
stated  the  facts  in  the  case  of  Dunlop  ▼, 
Higgina  (1 H.  L.  C.  381),  and  said  that 
if  it  was  the  law  that  a  letter  was  not 
binding  until  it  was  received,  then 
Dunlop  &  Co,  could  not  have  been 
held  to  be  bound.  In  Briti8h\and 
American  Telegraph  Company  v.  Ccison 
<Law  Rep.  6  Ex.  108)  the  letter  of  allot- 
ment was  never  received.  The  facts  of 
the  present  case  came  to  this:  The 
offer  made  on  the  5  th  of  March  was  a 
continuing  offer  on  the  15th,  when  it 
was  duly  accepted.  The  allotment  of 
shares  was  made  and  duly  communi- 
cated to  Mr.  Harris  by  a  letter  posted 
before  he  wrote  the  letter  repudiating 
the  shares.  The  contract  was,  there- 
fore, at  all  events,  complete  when  the 
letter  of  allotment  was  posted ;  and  his 
letter  of  repudiation  was  too  late,  for 


he  was  bound  by  his  letter  of  accept- 
ance. 

The  next  point  relied  upon  was  that 
the  letter  of  allotment  fixed  the  21st 
of  March  for  payment  of  the  call,  and 
provided  for  payment  of  interest  if  the 
calls  were  not  punctually  paid;  and 
this,  it  was  said,  introduced  a  new  term. 
But  fixing  the  21st  of  March  instead  of 
the  date  of  the  allotment,  was  an  ex- 
tension of  time  in  favour  of  the  allottee ; 
and  as  to  interest,  the  allottee  was  to 
receive  interest,  and  could  anything  be 
more  reasonable  than  telling  him  that 
he  must  pay,  or,  in  other  words  would 
not  receive  interest  unless  he  paid  the 
money  ?  This  was  not  the  introductioa 
of  a  new  term,  but  a  reasonable  intima- 
tion. The  case  of  the  Oriental  Inland 
Steam  Company  v.  Briggs  (4  D.  F.  & 
J.  191)  was  imlike  this,  as  a  new  and 
unusual  term  was  certainly  introduced 
in  that  case.  In  Peek^s  Case  (Law  Bep. 
4  Ch.  532)  the  allottee  was  held  to  his 
contract. 

All  the  objections  had  failed,  and  Mr. 
Harrises  name  must  remain  on  the  list, 
and  he  must  pay  the  costs  of  the 
summons. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  6  Ex.  108. 

(2)  Ibid.  13  Eq.  148. 

(3)  Ibid.  4  Eq.  9. 

(4)  1  H.  L.  C,  881. 


"VV-  31.  Jambs,  L J. : — 

X  fe^X  no  doubt  whatever  as  to  the  propriety  of  the  judgment  of 
tlie  Vio^-Chancellor  in  this  case. 

Thre^   grounds  have   been  taken  on  behalf  of  the  Appellant. 

One  is,   -tliat  upon  the  construction  of  the  articles  of  association  the 

allotmexi't  was  invalid,  because  it  was  made  by  a  committee  of  the 

directons.      But   the   articles  have   in  terms  provided  that  the 

directox^s    might  delegate   anything   to  a  committee  ;   and  that 

they  did   delegate  this  duty  to  this  committee  appears  in  evidence 

before  rifii.     It  was  a  proper  and  reasonable  mode  of  dealino*  with 

such  a    -Calling  as  the  investigation  of  the  apphcations  for  shares 

and  tk^      allotment  of  them.     It  appears  to  me,  therefore   that 

there  is  -aikothing  in  that  ground  of  appeal 

The  is^icond  ground  is  that  on  which  the  greater  part  of  the 
argnmexzfe.^  has  been  addressed  to  us ;  that  there  was  a  letter  posted 
in  2)u&2£V»  recalling  the  application  for  shares  before  the  letter 
posted  Ixx  London  containing  the  notice  of  the  allotment  was  re* 
ceived  i-^-*  DiMin  ;  the  letter  of  revocation  not  being  in  the  course 
of  poeti  oapable  of  arriving  in  London  before  the  letter  of  allot- 
ment ^vei.s  actually  posted  by  the  company. 

Now-     it  appears  to  me  that  the  Vice-Chancellor's  decision  is 

correct;^    and  that  the  contract  was  completed  the  moment  the 

notice  o£  allotment  was  committed  to  the  post  addressed  to  the 

'  address    in  Dublin  which  Mr.  Harris  himself  had  given.    That 

decision   seems  to  me  to  be  entirely  in  accordance  with  a  great 

^tOJCibeir  of  cases  in  this  Court,  and  to  be  utterly  undistinguishable, 

ixx  -pTLuciple  or  in  fact,  from  Dunlop  v.  Eiggins  (3),  a  case  which  is 

Cl->   4  D.  F.  &  J.  191.  (2)  Law  Rep,  6  H.  L.  64. 

(3)  1  H.  L.  C.  381. 


1872 
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^l(md  Steam  Company  v.  Briggs  (1) ;  English  and  ForHgn  Credit 
^^Wpany  v.  Arduin  (2). 

Another  objection  is,  that  the  allotment  is  void  as  being  made 
^ya  committee  instead  of  by  the  directors,  in  direct  contravention      ^c™ 
^^  tbB  seventh  clause  of  the  articles.  ' — • 

-8f>.  GJasse,  0.0.,  and  Mr.  Higgins,  Q.G,  for  the  liquidators,  were 
^ot  oalled  upon. 
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binding  upon  us,  and  in  which  every  principle  argued  before  us  was 
discussed  at  length  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  in  giving  judgment* 
He  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  the  posting  of  the  letter  of 
acceptance  is  the  completion  of  the  contract ;  that  is  to  say,  the 
moment  one  man  has  made  an  offer,  and  the  other  has  done  some* 
thing  binding  himself  to  that  offer,  then  the  contract  is  com- 
plete, and  neither  party  can  afterwards  escape  from  it.  That  is  in 
fact  the  decision  in  Hdb's  Case  (1),  though  in  that  particular  case 
a  distinction  was  taken  by  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  that  the  com- 
pany chose  to  send  the  letter  to  their  own  agents  which  agent  had 
not  been  authorized  by  the  applicant  to  receive  it  on  his  behalfl 

Against  this  current  of  authority  there  is  the  case  of  Briii$k 
and  American  Td£grajh  Company  v.  Cdlson  (2),  in  which  the 
C!ourt  of  Exchequer — not  disputing  the  authority  of  the  previous 
decisions,  because,  of  course,  they  could  not  dispute  the  authority 
of  a  case  in  the  House  of  Lords — established  a  distinction  which 
does  not  apply  to  this  case  at  all.  The  Court  there  held  that 
although  the  posting  of  the  letter,  if  the  letter  arrives,  is  a  com- 
plete contract,  yet  if  from  any  cause,  such  as  a  failure  of  duty  by 
the  Post  Office,  the  letter  never  arrives  at  all,  then  there  is  a 
difference. 

It  seems  to  me  not  necessary  to  express  any  opinion  as  to  whether 
that  distinction  is  sound  or  not,  but  that  was  the  ground  upon 
which  the  Judges  proceeded  in  that  case.  In  this  case  the  letter  did 
arrive,  and  having  arrived  the  contract  was  complete,  and  could 
not  be  revoked,  from  the  time  when  the  letter  was  posted.  It  was 
completed  in  exactly  the  way  which  the  Appellant  desired,  that  is 
to  say,  he  gave  his  address  in  DMin^  and  the  company,  according 
to  the  ordinary  usage  of  mankind  in  those  matters,  returned  their 
answer  through  the  post.  That  is  a  complete  contract.  It  does 
not  signify  what  was  the  particular  hour  of  arrival  of  the  one  letter 
or  the  other,  or  which  was  the  first,  the  delivery  in  London  or  the 
delivery  in  Dvklin.  That  appears  to  me  wholly  immaterial,  be- 
cause the  contract  was  completed  at  the  time  when  the  letter  of 
allotment  was  properly  posted  by  the  company. 

The  other  point  raised  was,  that  there  was  a  condition  annexed 
to  this  allotment  letter,  and  on  this  point  the  case  of  English  and 

(1)  Law  Rep.  4  Eq.  9.  ,  (2)  Law  Rep.  6  Ex.  108. 
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-^oireign  Credit  Company  v.  Arduin  (1)  was  cited.    Now  the  facts        l.  JJ. 
^^^  tliat  case  were  such  as  persons  might  differ  about,  and  the  Ex-        ig72 
'^liequer  Chamber  held  one  way  while  the  House  of  Liords  held      -rT^  . 
"^^other  way.      But  the  principle  upon  which  they  all  proceeded,        OAas. 
"^^liich  is  the  only  thing  we  have  to  deal  with,  was,  that  where  there 
^s  an  acceptance  of  an  offer,  if  there  is  to  be  a  term  or  condition 
"^ttxposed,  it  must  be  clearly  so  stated,  otherwise  it  is  to  be  con- 
'Sidered  simply  as  a  notification  which  may  have  such  effect  as  it 
^ugbt  to  have  in  a  Court  of  Law.     Here  the  acceptance  was  un- 
^lualified : — [His  Lordship  read  the  letter  of  allotment.]    It  appears 
*^  me  that  the  statement  as  to  interest  does  not  introduce  a 
^ew  stipulation.    It  is  not  that  the  allottee  is  to  have  the  shares 
provided  that  he  undertakes  to  pay  10  per  cent.,  but  it  is  that  he 
^oght  to  pay  exactly  on  the  21st  of  March,  1866,  and  that  by  way 
of   indulgence  the  directors  have  told  the  bankers,  that  if  the 
^^ottee  subsequently  pays  the  same  rate  of  interest  which  he  would 
entitled  to  receive,  then  tliey  are  authorized  to  receive  pay- 
©nt,  but  not  otherwise.     It  is  a  mere  notification,  not  intended  to 
*  new  stipulation,  and  it  never  was  considered  by  the  Appellant, 
J^  *>y  anybody  who  received  such  a  letter,  as  a  new  term  intro- 
^ced.     It  would  be  contrary  to  the  usage  of  all  mankind  to  treat 
^®  as  being  the  introduction  of  a  new  term,  altering  or  affecting 
®  express  acceptance  of  the  application  for  shares. 
I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  order  of  the  Vice-Chancellor 
^  right,  that  on    all  the  grounds  this  appeal  has  failed,  and  must 
*>^  dismissed  vritli  cost«. 

Si^  G.  Mbllibh,  L.J.  :— 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  I  agree  with  what  the  Lord 
Jnetice  has  said  on  the  first  and  the  last  grounds,  and  also  on  the 
second  ground.  The  only  part  of  the  case  upon  which  I  wish 
to  fiidd  any  observations  is  on  the  second  ground,  which  raises  a 
question  of  very  great  general  importance,  and  that  is  this: 
^TTien  a  person  in  one  part  of  the  country  writes  to  a  person  in 
another  part  of  the  country  a  letter  containing  an  offer,  and  either 
dii'ectly  or  impliedly  tells  him  to  send  his  answer  by  post,  and  an 
•a^nawer  accepting  that  offer  is  returned  by  post,  when  is  a  com- 

(1)  Law  Rep.  5  H.  L.  64. 
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plete  contract  made  ?  Is  it  made  at  the  time  when  the  letter 
accepting  the  offer  is  put  into  the  post,  or  is  it  not  made  antil  that 
letter  is  received?  It  was  contended  before  us  that  it  is  not 
made  nntil  the  letter  is  received ;  so  that  until  it  is  received  the 
contract  may  be  revoked  by  the  person  who  has  made  the  offer. 

Now  throughout  the  argument  I  have  been  forcibly  struck  witii 
the  extraordinary  and  very  mischievous  consequences  which  would 
follow  if  it  were  held  that  an  offer  might  be  revoked  at  any  time 
nntil  the  letter  accepting  it  had  been  actually  received.  No  mer- 
cantile man  who  has  received  a  letter  making  him  an  offer,  and 
has  accepted  the  offer,  could  safely  act  on  that  acceptance  after 
he  has  put  it  into  the  post  until  he  knew  that  it  had  been  received. 
Every  day,  I  presume,  there  must  be  a  large  number  of  mercantile 
letters  received  which  require  to  be  acted  upon  immediately.  A 
person,  for  instance,  sends  an  order  to  a  merchant  in  London  offering 
to  pay  a  certain  price  for  so  many  goods.  The  merchant  writes  an 
answer  accepting  the  offer,  and  goes  that  instant  into  the  market 
and  purchases  the  goods  in  order  to  enable  him  to  fulfil  the  contract 
Sut  according  to  the  argument  presented  to  us,  if  the  person  who 
has  sent  the  offer  finds  that  the  market  is  falling,  and  that  it  will 
be  a  bad  bargain  for  hun,  he  may  at  any  time,  before  he  has  received 
the  answer,  revoke  his  offer.  The  consequences  might  be  very 
serious  to  the  merchant,  and  might  be  much  more  serious  when 
the  parties  are  in  distant  countries.  Suppose  that  a  dealer  in 
Liverpool  writes  to  a  dealer  in  New  York  and  offers  to  buy  so 
many  quarters  of  com  or  so  mauy  bales  of  cotton  at  a  certain 
price,  and  the  dealer  in  New  York,  finding  that  he  can  make  a 
favourable  bargain,  writes  an  answer  accepting  the  offer.  Then, 
according  to  the  argument  that  has  been  presented  to  us  to-day, 
during  the  whole  time  that  the  letter  accepting  the  offer  is  on  the 
AUantic,  the  dealer  who  is  to  receive  it  in  Liverpool,  if  he  finds 
that  the  market  has  fallen,  may  send  a  message  by  telegraph  and 
revoke  his  offer. 

Nor  is  there  any  difference  between  an  offer  to  receive  shares 
and  an  offer  to  buy  or  sell  goods.  And  yet^  if  the  argument  is 
sound,  then  for  nearly  ten  days  the  buyer  might  wait  and  speeu^ 
late  whether  the  shares  were  rising  or  fSEdling,  and  if  he  found  they 
were  falling  he  znight  revoke  his  offer.    Those  consequences  are 
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very  extraordinary,  and  I  always  understood  the  law  to  be  the  i««  jj. 
other  way  until  the  case  of  Briiiah  and  American  Telegraph  Conk'  1872 
^nff  V.  Cohan  (1),  which  has  caused  some  doubt  on  the  subject.  hTmob' 

I  will  shortly,  refer  to  the  previous  cases  on  the  subject.    The        ^^ 
first  case  is  Adams  r.  LincUeU  (2).    No  doubt  there   were  two 
points  in  that  case.    An  oflfer  was  sent  by  post,  but  the  letter  was 
misdirected  through  the  mistake  of  the  party  who  sent  it,  and 
therefore  did  not  arrive  until  two  days  afterwards.     And  that 
point  was  disposed  of  during  the  argument,  that  inasmuch  as  it 
was  the  fault  of  the  party  sending  it,  the  answer  having  been 
written  and  posted  as  soon  as  it  did  arrive,  no  advantage  eould 
be  taken  of  the  delay  caused  by  the  misdirection.    But  the  person 
wbo  sent  the  offer,  finding  no  answer  had  arrived,  sold  the  goods 
before  the  answer  had  arrived,  and  then  it  was  argued  that  until 
the  answer  was  actually  received  there  could  be  no  binding  con- 
tract between  the  parties,  and  therefore  no  breach  of  it.    But  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  said  that  if  the  law  was  so,  "  no  contract 
could  ever  be  completed  by  the  post.    For  if  the  Defendants  were 
Ziot  bound  by  their  offer  when  accepted  by  the  Plaintiffs  till  the 
answer  was  received,  then  the  Plainti£b  ought  not  to  be  bound  till 
after  they  had  received  the  notification  that  the  Defendants  had 
received  their  answer  and  assented  to  it ;  and  so  it  might  go  on 
ad  infiniiimJ'    That  appears  to  me  to  be  at  any  rate  an  expres- 
sion of  opinion  on  the  part  of  the  Court  there,  that  when  an  oSesr 
is  made  by  letter,  and  is  aocepted  by  a  letter  which  is  posted,  then 
there  is  a  binding  contract  between  the  parties  fiiom  the  time^ 
when  the  letter  is  posted. 

In  Dunlop  v.  HiggiM  (8)  the  question  was  directly  raised  whethei^ 
the  law  was  truly  expoimded  in  the  cas$  o[  Adams  v.  Lindidl,  and 
the  House  of  Lords  approved  of  the  ruling  in  that  case.  The  Lord 
Chancellor  Cottenham  said,  in  the  course  of  his  judgment,  that  ii^ 
the  case  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  notice  of  dishonour  given  by  putting 
a  letter  into  the  post  at  the  right  time  had  been  held  quite  suffi- 
cient, whether  that  letter  was  delivered  or  not ;  and  he  referred  to 
Stoekm  v.  Collin  (4)  as  an  authority  on  that  point,  he  being  clearly 
of  opinion  that  the  rule  as  to  accepting  a  contract  was  exactly  the 

(1)  Law  Kep.  6  Ex.  108.  (3)  1  H,  L.  C.  881. 

(2)  1  B.  &  A.  681,  W  7  M.  &  W.  615. 
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same  as  the  rule  as  to  sending  notice  of  dishonour  of  a  bill  of 
exchange.  He  then  referred  to  the  case  of  Adams  y.  LindseU  (1), 
and  quoted  the  observation  of  Lord  EUenborouph.  That  case  there- 
fore appears  to  me  to  be  a  direct  decision  that  the  contract  is 
made  from  the  time  when  it  is  accepted  by  post. 

There  is  then  the  case  of  Dunean  v.  Topham  (2),  in  which  there 
were  no  doubt  several  questions^  on  one  of  which,  whether  posting 
the  acceptance  was  sufficient,  Mr.  Justice  CresBu^eU  told  the  jary 
that  if  the  letter  accepting  the  contract  was  put  into  the  Post 
Office,  and  lost  by  the  negligence  of  the  Post  Office  authorities, 
the  contract  would  nevertheless  be  complete.  There  was  then  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial,  and  though  Mr.  BaionBramwellf  ixiBriiiih 
and  American  teUffraph  Company  v.  CoJson  (3),  has  said  that  he 
thought  the  case  not  properly  reported,  still  it  appears  as  if  Mr. 
Justice  Maule  and  Chief  Justice  Wilde  both  assented  to  the  ruling 
of  Mr.  Justice  CresBweU,  and  refused  the  rule  on  that  point. 

In  addition  to  that,  there  is  the  case  of  Potter  v.  Sanders  (4), 
which  is  also  a  direct  decision  of  a  Court  of  Equity  on  the  point 

Against  them  there  is  simply  this  case  of  British  amd  American 
Telegraph  Company  v.  Colson,  and  that  is  not  a  direct  decision  on 
this  point.  The  Lord  Chief  Baron,  in  the  course  of  his  judgment, 
says,  it  may  be  that  if  the  letter  arrives  in  time,  then  the  contract 
will  be  treated  as  having  been  made  from  the  time  when  the 
letter  was  put  into  the  post ;  but  I  do  not  see  how  there  can  be 
any  relation  back  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  as  there  may  be  in  bank- 
ruptcy. If  the  contract,  after  the  letter  has  arrived  in  time,  is  to 
be  treated  as  having  been  made  from  the  time  the  letter  is  posted, 
the  reason  is  that  the  contract  was  actually  made  at  the  time 
when  the  letter  was  posted.  Still  that  case  is  not  a  direct  decision 
on  the  point  before  us,  though  I  confess  I  have  great  difficulty 
in  reconciling  it  with  the  previous  decision  in  Dunlop  v.  Higgins  (5). 
That  case  was  commented  on  at  considerable  length  both  by  the 
Lord  Chief  Baron  and  by  Baron  Bramwell,  but  they  only  com- 
mented on  the  facts  of  the  case,  and  shewed — which  I  think  they 
did  shew — ^that  according  to  the  facts  of  the  case  the  Plaintiff 


(1)  1  B  &  A.  681. 

(2)  8  C.  B.  225. 


(3)  Law  Rep.  6  Ex.  108. 

(4)  6  Hare,  1. 
(5)  1  H.  L.  C.  381. 


VOL.  7n.]  CHANOEBY  APPEALa 


597 


might  very  well  have  had  a  verdict,  even  if  the  rule  of  law  had        L.  jj 
been  that  the  contract  was  not  made  nntil   the   letter  arrived  I872 

because  there  the  only  thing  which  prevented  the  arrival  of  the      tt"""^ 
letter  was  the  bad  weather,  which  made  the  mail  very  late.     And         CJa«. 
therefore  I  agree,  upon  the  facts  of  that  ca8e>  that  the  PlaintiflF 
might  have  recovered,  even  although  the  law  was  that  the  contract 
was  not  made  until  the  letter  arrived.     But  then  the  real  question 
before  the  House  of  Lords  in  D^mlop  v.  Higgins  was,  whether  the 
ruling  of  the  Lord  Justice  General  was  correct  in  point  of  law 
and  the  House  of  Lords  held  that  i{  was  correct. 

However,  I  agree  with  the  Lord  Justice  that  it  is  not  necessary 
to  give  any  decisive  opinion  on  the  point,  because  although  the 
contract  is  complete  at  the  time  when  the  letter  accepting  the 
oflfer  is  posted,  yet  it  may  be  subject  to  a  condition  subsequent 
that  if  the  letter  does  not  arrive  in  due  course  of  post,  then  the 
parties  may  act  on  the  assumption  that  the  offer  has  not  been 
accepted.  That,  however,  is  not  the  case  before  us;  the  letter 
did  arrive  in  due  time ;  and  the  question  is  whether,  under  that 
state  of  circumstaiices,  the  parties  are  bound  by  the  contract 

SoKcitor  for  Mr.  EarrU:  Mr.  W.  C.  Smith. 

Solicitors  for  the  Liquidators :  Messrs.  Q.  8.  &  H.  Brandon. 


I^ORD  AUCKLAND  v.  WESTMINSTER  LOCAL  BOARD  i,jj 

OF  WORKS.  jg^2 ' 

[1871    A.    126.]  Jfar28,29. 

2£etropot'^  Management  Amendment  Act,  1862  (25  A  26  Fid.  c.  102),  «.  74^  75 

.General  Line  0/ BuHdings-^Vacani  Ground— Buildings  pulled  down  by 

a  BaUioay  Company^-Jurisdietion-^Injunction. 

The  75th  Bcction  of  the  Metropolis  Management  Amendment  Act^  1862,  does 
not  apply  to  ground  formerly  covered  with  baildings,  unless  the  owner  has 
relinquished  his  right  of  rebuilding  on  the  same  site.  If,  therefore,  the 
pistrict  Board  of  Works  threatens  to  proceed  under  the  75th  section  to 
demolish  houses  which  are  being  rebuilt  on  an  old  site,  on  the  ground  that 
they  are  beyond  the  general  line  of  buildings,  it  is  acting  ultra  vires,  and 
^ay  be  restrained  by  the  Court  of  Chancery.    In  such  a  case  the  Metro- 

vol..  vn.  35  1 


598 


GHANGEBT  APPEALS. 


[KB. 


L.JJ. 
1872 


I. 


\U 


.14 


liOBD 

AUOKLAIO) 

V. 

Westminster 
Local  Boabd 

OF  WOBKS. 


politan  Board  ought  to  proceed  under  the  74th  section  of  the  same  Act,  whidi 
provides  for  compensation  to  the  landowners. 

A  railway  company  took  land  covered  with  houses,  and  pulled  down  the 
houses  for  the  purpose  of  constructing  their  railway,  and  then  sold  the  land  as 
building  ground  to  the  Plaintiff : — 

Held  (affirming  the  decision  of  Malins,  Y.O.),  that  the  Plaintiff  had  not 
lost  the  right  to  rebuild  the  houses  on  the  same  site  as  that  occupied  by  the 
houses  before  they  were  pulled  down ;  and  that  for  this  purpose  the  yard 
of  a  house  was  held  to  be  equivalent  to  a  house. 

In  determining  the  general  line  of  buildings  of  a  street  the  architect  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ought  to  have  regard  to  the  frontage  of  houses 
previously  existing,  and  which*  may  be  rebuilt,  as  well  as  to  those  still 
standing. 

X  HIS  case  came  before  the  Lords  Justices  on  appeal  from  an 
order  made  by  Yice-Chancellor  Medina  on  an  interlocutory  motion 
for  an  injunction;  but  when  the  appeal  was  opened,  it  was 
arranged  that  the  matter  should  stand  oyer  till  the  hearing,  and 
that  notice  of  motion  for  decree  should  be  given,  and  the  cause 
should  be  heard  before  the  Lords  Justices. 

The  facts  were  as  follows :  The  Metropolitan  District  Bailway, 
under  the  powers  of  their  Act^  took  a  piece  of  land  in  Westminster, 
on  which  three  houses  were  standing,  numbered  1,  2,  and  3,  in 
Buckingham  Bow.  The  company  pulled  down  the  houses,  and, 
after  the  completion  of  the  railway,  put  up  the  land  for  sale  by 
auction  as  building  ground.  The  land  was  purchased  by  the 
Plaintiff  on  the  21st  of  February,  1871,  for  £650,  and  was  con- 
veyed to  him  accordingly. 

The  piece  of  land  lay  at  the  comer  of  a  narrow  passage  about 
five  feet  wide,  called  York  Place,  which  led  from  Buckingham  Bow 
to  Brewers  Bow.  The  corner  house  of  the  three  which  had  been 
pulled  down,  when  standing  came  close  up  to  the  passage.  After 
passing  the  back  yard  of  the  comer  house  the  passage  ran  past  a 
row  of  five  small  cottages,  numbered  13  to  17,  York  Place,  which 
stood  at  right  angles  to  Buckingham  Bow.  These  cottages  stood 
back  about  twenty  feet  from  the  passage,  with  gardens  between 
them  and  the  passage.  After  passing  this  row  of 'cottages  the 
passage  was  continued  for  a  distance  about  equal  to  the  frontage  of 
the  cottages  to  Brewers  Bow,  but  after  the  cottages  were  passed 
the  buildings  ran  close  up  to  the  passage. 

The  Plaintiff  purchased  the  property  for  the  purpose  of  build- 
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ing  stables  on  it^  and  haying  prepared  the  plans  of  the  proposed       L.  jj. 
new  buildings,  he  submitted  them  to  the  WeBtminster  ^  District        1972 
Board  of  Works,  in  concordance  with  the  Metropolis  Micmoffemeni       ^^ 
Act,  1855  (18  &  19  Vict  c.  120),  s.  76.  The  District  Board  made  no    Aucklahd 
objection  to  the  plans  within  the  fifteen  days  prescribed  by  the  WEmosmm, 
Metropdis  Management  Amendmeni  Act,  1862  (25  &  26  Vict,  c  102),  ^o^  wo^"" 

s.  63.  

On  the  2nd  of  August,  1871,  Mr.  Vidliamt/f  the  superintending 
a^rchitect  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  sent  to  the  Plain- 
tiflTs  solicitors  an  order  which,  after  reciting  the  75th  section  of 
the  Metropolis  Management  Amendmeni  Act,  1862,  proceeded  as 
follows : — 

**  And  whereas  Mr.  James  Bogers^  solicitor  to  the  Board  of  Works 
for  the  District  of  Wedminsler,  and  Mr.  B.  B.  Amtz,  surveyor  to  the 
said  board  (Messrs.  Lambert  &  Son,  of  No.  80,  Bedford  Bow,  haying 
had  notice  to  attend  the  hearing  before  me  on  behalf  of  Lord 
Auckland,  but  they  declined  to  do  so),  have  severally  appeared 
before  me  and  been  heard  regarding  the  proposed  erection  of  build- 
ings on  vacant  land  at  the  corner  of  Buekingham  Bow  and  York 
J^laee,  in  the  parish  ot  St.  Margaret,  Westminster,  and  beyond  the 
front  or  face  of  the  buildings  forming  a  row  of  houses  on  the  eastern 
«ide  of  Ymk  Place  aforesaid,  such  houses  being  numbered  from  13 
iio  17  inclusive,  and  I  have  been  required  to  decide  the  general 
line  of  buildings  in  such  place  as  provided  in  the  said  statute — 

**  Now  therefore,  having  considered  the  several  matters,  I,  the 
imdersigned,  being  the  superintending  architect  to  the  Metropo-* 
litan  Board  of  Works,  do  hereby,  pursuant  to  the  said  Act,  decide 
that  the  main  fronts  of  the  buildings  forming  the  row  of  houses 
aforesaid,  and  tinted  pink  on  the  plan  hereto  annexed,  and  signed 
by  me,  is  the  general  line  of  buildings  on  the  eastern  side  of  York 

JPlace  aforesaid. 

«  Oeorge  Vidliamy, 

Superintending  Architect  to  the 

Metropolitan  Board  of  Works." 

The  effect  of  this  proposed  line  of  buildings  was  to  prevent  the 
Plaintiff  from  building  upon  nearly  half  of  the  land  purchased  by 

him. 

The  Plaintiff,  having  in  vain  endeavoured  to  obtain  a  reversal 
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L.  JJ.      of  the  architect's  decision^  applied  to  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
1872       Works  for  compensation  under  the  74th  section  of  the  Metropolis 
^^       Management  Amendment  Aei^  1862,  but  they  refused  to  entertain 
ArcKLAKD    ^Q  application. 

Wbbtmikbter  The  District  Board  having  threatened  to  put  their  powers  in 
ofWobks.  force  against  the  Plainti£f  if  he  proceeded  to  build  beyond  the 
line  laid  down  by  the  architect  of  the  Metropolitan  Board,  the 
Plaintiff  filed  the  present  bill,  in  which  he  prayed  that  the  order 
of  the  superintending  architect  might  be  declared  to  be  inTslid, 
and  that  the  District  Board  might  be  restrained  from  interfering 
with  the  erection  of  the  proposed  buildings  by  the  Plaintiff^  and 
from  recovering  any  penalties  in  respect  thereof. 

The  yice-ChanceUor  haying  granted  an  interlocutory  injunction, 
the  Defendants  appealed^  and  the  appeal  motion  and  the  cause  now 
came  on  together  before  the  Lords  Justices  (1). 


(1)  The  sections  referred  to  are  as 
follows : — 

25  &  26  Vict,  a  102,  s.  74:— "In 
case  any  building  situated  within  any 
of  the  parishes,  districts,  or  places  com- 
prised in  the  schedules  of  the  firstly 
recited  Act,  which  shall  in  any  part 
thereof  project  beyond  the  general  line 
of  the  street  in  which  the  same  may  be 
situate,  or  beyond  the  front  of  the 
building,  wall,  or  railing,  on  either  side 
thereof,  shall  at  any  time  be  taken 
down  to  an  extent  exceeding  one  half 
of  such  building,  such  half  to  be  mea- 
sured in  cubic  feet,  or  shall  be  destroyed 
by  fire  or  other  casualty,  or  demolished, 
pulled  down,  or  removed  from  any  other 
cause  to  the  extent  aforesaid,  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works  to  require  the  same  to  be  set 
back  to  such  a  line  and  in  such  a  man-  . 
ner  for  the  improvement  of  any  street 
as  the  said  board  shall  direct,  provided 
that  the  said  board  shall  make  com- 
pensation to  the  owner  of  such  building 
for  any  damage  and  expenses  which  he 
may  sustain  and  incur  thereby." 

Sect.  75 :— "  The  143rd  section  of  the 
first  recited  Act  (18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120), 


and  the  140th  section  of  the  7  Geo.  4, 
c.  142,  are  hereby  repealed,  and  in  lieu 
thereof  be  it  enacted  that  no  building, 
structure,  or  erection  shall,  without 
the  consent  in  writing  of  the  Metropo- 
litan Board  of  Works,  be  erected  beyond 
the  general  line  of  buildings  in  any 
street,  place,  or  row  of  houses,  in  which 
the  same  is  situate,  in  case  the  distance 
of  such  line  of  buildings  from  the  high- 
way does  not  exceed  fifty  feet,  or  within 
fifty  feet  of  the  highway,  when  the  dis- 
tance of  the  line  of  buildings  therefrom 
amounts  to  or  exceeds  fifty  feet,  not- 
withstanding there  being  gardens  or 
vacant  spaces  between  the  line  of  build- 
ings and  the  highway,  such  general 
line  of  buildings  to  be  decided  by  the 
superintending  architect  to  the  Metro- 
politan Board  of  Works  for  the  time 
being ;  and  in  case  any  building,  struc- 
ture, or  erection  be  erected,  or  be 
begun  to  be  erected  or  raised  with- 
out such  consent,  or  contrary  to  the 
terms  and  conditions  on  which  the 
same  may  have  been  granted,  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  the  vestry  of  the  parish, 
or  the  board  of  works  for  the  district  in 
which    such    building    or  erection  is 
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Mr.  OlasBe,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Mcumagihten,  for  the  Plaintiff:—  l.  JJ. 

The  fifteen  days  prescribed  by  the  63rd  section  of  the  Metrapa-       ^^^ 
lis  Management  Amendment  Act,  1862,  having  expired  without  any       Ix)bd 
objection  being  made  by  the  Defendants  to  the  Plaintiff's  plans,    '^^^^^J*^'"* 
their  power  of  interference  under  that  section  ceased.    They  are  l^^^^Bo'** 
now  threatening  to  interfere  with  the  Plaintiff  under  the  75th    ^'  Wobks, 
section  of  that  Act,  and  to  demolish  his  buildings  without  giving 
any  compensation.    This  could  not  bo  the  intention  of  the  Legis- 
lature ;  it  would  amount  to  a  confiscation  of  the  property  of  the 
Plaintiff.     The  Defendants'  contention  is  based  upon  a  misunder- 
standing of  the  74th  and  75th  sections  of  the  Act    If  this  case 
eomes  at  all  within  the  Act  it  is  within  the  74th  section,  which 
gives  power  to  the  Metropolitan  Board,  in  the  case  of  buildings 
nrhich  have  been  pulled  down  and  rebuilt,  to  restrict  them  to 
the  general  line  of  the  street ;  but  provides  that  compensation 
shall  be  given  to  the  owners.    The  75th  section  only  applies  to 
vacant  ground  which  has  never  been  built  over.    In  the  present 
case  the  F£untiff  purchased  the  interest  of  the  railway  company, 
and  he  has  the  same  rights  as  if  he  had  himself  pulled  down  the 
buildings  immediately  before  the  notice  was  served. 

But  we  also  contend  that  the  certificate  of  the  architect  is 
entirely  fallacious.  He  has  treated  the  site  of  the  buildings  as 
vacant  ground,  and  has  taken  the  line  of  the  five  cottages  as  if 
there  were  no  other  houses  in  the  passage ;  whereas  the  houses 
that  were  pulled  down,  and  the  houses  at  the  other  end,  come  close 
np  to  the  footpath.  For  this  purpose  the  back  yard  of  the  lower 
bouse  is  to  be  treated  as  part  of  the  house,  and  the  Plaintiff  has  a 


situate,  to  cause  to  be  made  complaint 
thereof  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  who 
ahall  thereupon  issue  a  summons  requir- 
ing the  owner  or  occupier  of  the  pre- 
mises, or  the  builder  or  person  engaged 
in  any  work  contrary  to  this  enactment, 
to  appear  at  a  time  and  place  to  be 
atated  in  the  summons,  to  answer  such 
complaint,  and  if  at  the  time  and  place 
appointed  in  such  summons  the  said 
^complaint  shall  be  proved  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  justice  before  whom  the 


same  shall  be  heard,  such  justice  shall 
make  an  order  in  writing  on  such 
owner  or  occupier,  builder  or  person, 
directing  the  demolition  of  any  such 
building  or  erection,  or  so  much  thereof 
as  may  be  beyond  the  said  general  line 
so  fixed  as  aforesaid,  within  such  time 
as  such  juatioe  shall  consider  reason- 
able, and  shall  also  make  an  order  for 
the  payment  of  the  costs  incurred  up  to 
the  time  of  hearing.? 
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L.  JJ.  right  to  build  over  it :  Lord  Chrowenor  y.  Eampstead  Junction  BaU- 

1872  ivay  Company  (1).   The  Defendants  are  acting  entirely  tiZ^rd  vireSy 

i^  and  the  Plaintiff  is  therefore  entitled  to  the  interference  of  this 

Auckland  QQxirt,  and  is  not  confined  to  his  remedy  of  disputing  the  certificate 


r. 


WEffniiNBTiR before  a  justice  of  the  peace:  Tinkler  v.  Wandsworth  Board  of 
OF  Works.    Works  (2) ;  Frewvn  v.  Lewis  (3) ;  /Stoiw  v.  Commercial  Railway 
■  Company  (4) ;  Biver  Dun  Navigation  Company  v.  North  Midland 

Bailway  Company  (5). 

Mr.  Bristowe,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Cracknall,  for  the  Defendants  : — 

The  question  in  this  case  is  entirely  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  justices  of  the  peace,  by  whom  the  Plaintiff  might  have  bad 
the  architect's  certificate  rectified  if  it  was  erroneous,  and  might 
have  appealed  to  a  Court  of  Common  Law,  which  is  the  appointed 
tribunal  for  such  questions.  We  therefore  submit  that  this  Court 
ought  not  to  entertain  the  suit. 

The  Defendants  were  acting  entirely  within  their  powers.  They 
were  right  in  treating  this  as  vacant  ground  within  the  75th  section* 
That  section  is  not  restricted  to  land  which  had  never  been  built 
over.  The  intention  was  that  no  house,  whether  a  fresh  erection 
or  the  rebuilding  of  an  old  one,  should  extend  beyond  the  general 
line  of  the  street.  The  74th  section  was  for  a  different  object ;  it 
was  to  insure  the  regularity  of  the  line  of  houses,  not  to  regulate 
the  width  of  the  street  But  in  the  present  case  the  Plaintiff's 
land  was,  strictly  speaking,  vacant  ground.  The  railway  company 
by  taking  it  changed  the  [^character  of  the  land.  The  build* 
ings  were  not  pulled  down  for  the  purpose  of  being  rebuilt,  and 
the  Plaintiff  is  therefore  not  in  the  position  of  a  landowner 
whose  houses  have  been  pulled  down  or  demolished  within  the 
terms  of  the  74th  section.  [They  referred  to  Vestry  of  8t.  Oeorffs, 
Hanover  Square  v.  Sparrow  (6) ;  Bauman  v.  Vestry  of  St.  Pan- 
eras  (7) ;  Wandsunnih  Board  of  Works  v.  HaU  (8) ;  Simpson  v. 
SmUh  (9).] 


(1)  1  De  G.  &  J.  446. 

(2)  2  De  a  &  J.  261. 

(3)  4  My.  &  Cr.  249. 

(4)  Ibid.  122. 


(5)  1  Bailw.  Gafl.  135, 154. 

(6)  16  C.  B.  (N.S.)  209. 

(7)  Uw  Bop.  2  Q.  B.  628. 

(8)  Ibid.  4  C.  P.  85. 


(9)  Law  Bep.  6  0.  P.  87. 
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Sib  W.  M.  James,  L JT.  :—  L.  jj. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  order  of  the  Vice-Chancel  lor  granting        ^872 
an  injunction  is  perfectly  right.  Lqbd 

The  Plaintiff,  Lord  Auckland,  comes  to  this  Court  and  complains    -^^^^^J'^^ 
that  a  public  body  threaten  and  intend,  under  colour   of  certain  Sf'^Bo'*^ 
great  powers  given  them  by  Act  of  Parliament,  to  take  and  pull    of  Wobss. 
down  some  buildings  which  he  has  a  right  to  erect,  and  is  about 
to  erect,  on  his  own  property.    He  complains  that  by  these  threats 
they  have  embarrassed  him  in  the  application  of  his  property 
to  the  purpose  he  desires,  and  have  in  itact  prevented  him  from 
erecting  his  building,  because  they  tell  him  in  plain  terms  that 
if  he  does  build  they  will  put  in  force  the  powers  of  their  Act, 
and  pull  down  his  building.     This  being  the  complaint,  it  appears 
to  me  to  be  a  plain  case  for  the  exercise  of  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
Court.    What  is  the  case  ?     A  man  files  his  bill  with  regard  to  a 
grievous  wrong  which  is  threatened  to  be  inflicted  upon  him  by 
a  public  body,  and  he  has  a  right  to  see  whether  this  body  has  the 
power  to  inflict  this  wrong  upon  him ;  or,  at  all  events,  to  try  and 
relieve  his  title  from  the  cloud  which  is  put  upon  it  by  this  pro- 
ceeding, which  has  been  taken  under  a  public  Act  of  Parliament 
by  public  functionaries  intrusted  with  great  and  arbitrary  powers^ 
It  seems  to  me  to  be  the  same  kind  of  case  as  those  well-knowrx 
cases  in  which  this  Court  has  exercised  its  jurisdiction  by  restrain^ 
ing  railway  companies  fiom  proceeding  to  take  land  which  they 
had  power  to  take  for  one  purpose,  for  some  other  purpose  fox* 
^hich  they  were  not  entitled  to  take  it;  or  to  take  part  of  ^ 
house  only,  whei«  the  law  obliged  them  to  take  the  whole  of  it:. 
In  those  cases  the  Court  has  stopi>ed  them  at  once  and  granted 
an  injunction,  because  they  were  about  to  exercise  their  powers  in 
a  manner  that  was  oppressive  or  in  a  manner  that  was  illegal.     I 
have  no  doubt  therefore  that  this  is  a  case  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  this  Court,  and  that  it  is  a  case  proper  for  this  Court  to  decide 
once  for  all  instead  of  obliging  Lord  Auckland  to  go  before  a 
magistrate  and  discuss  before  him  the  question  of  jurisdiction  and 
the  difScult  construction  of  these  Acts  of  Parliament,  and  then  to 
carry  the  case  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  by  eertiarari,  or  to 
take  some  other  step  to  get  it  finally  decided. 

Then  comes  the  question,  Is  what  the  Westminster  Board  of 
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li.  JJ.  Works  threatens  to  do  in  any  manner  jastified  by  the  Act  of  Par- 
1872  liament  ?  I  am  of  opinion,  on  more  grounds  than  one,  that  their 
][]^       whole  proceeding  is  clearly  lUtrd  vires.    The  land  in  question  is 

AncKLAKD    ii^Q  QiiQ  q{  lately-existing  buildings,  which  site  and  buildings  were 
WssnnNSTBB  taken  for  some  purpose  or  other  in  connection  with  the  construc- 

OF  Works,  tion  of  the  Metropolitan  District  Bailway.  I  am  of  opinion  that  Lord 
"""*  Aueklandf  as  the  purchaser  of  that  site  from  the  Metropolitan  Dis- 
trict BaUway  Company^  who  were  the  purchasers  from  the  former 
owners,  has  exactly  the  same  rights  in  every  respect  as  those 
owners  had  before  their  houses  were  pulled  down,  and  has  exactly 
the  same  rights  as  he  would  have  had  if  he  had  bought  the  ground 
with  the  houses  standing  upon  it,  and  had  taken  them  down  him- 
self a  few  days  ago  for  the  purpose  of  building  what  he  now  intends 
to  build  in  their  place.  In  that  case  it  appears  to  me  quite  dear 
that  his  position  comes  exactly  within  the  provisions  of  the  74th 
section,  which  enacts  that  where  any  part  of  a  building  which  has 
been  demolished,  pulled  down,  or  removed  had  projected  beyond 
the  general  line  of  the  street  in  which  the  same  was  situated,  then 
the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  has  power,  when  the  owner  is 
about  to  rebuild,  to  direct  him  to  put  back  his  new  building  into 
such  a  line  and  in  such  a  manner  for  the  improvement  of  the 
street  as  the  board  should  direct.  Supposing,  then,  that  in  this 
case  the  condition  precedent  to  the  74th  section  is  found  to  exist, 
that  section  is  to  my  mind  clearly  applicable. 

But  then  it  is  contended  that  although  the  74th  section  provides 
that  a  man's  property  may  be  taken  in  a  certain  way  upon  a  com- 
pensation being  given  him,  the  75th  section  goes  on  to  enact  that 
it  is  to  be  taken  away  without  any  compensation  at  all  by  the  same 
body.  I  am  of  opinion,  having  regard  to  the  old  clauses  in  lieu  of 
which  this  75th  section  was  enacted,  and  having  regard  to  the  74th 
section  which  immediately  precedes  it,  and  to  the  whole  context 
of  the  Act  and  the  whole  spirit  of  recent  legislation  with  regard  to 
dealing  with  private  persons'  property,  that  the  75th  section  was  only 
meant  to  apply  to  the  case  of  a  new  building,  structure,  or  erection 
being  built  on  land  which,  for  the  purposes  of  the  Act,  would  pro- 
perly have  been  described  by  Mr.  VuUiamy  as  vacant  ground.  I  am 
therefore  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  jurisdiction  in  the  Metro- 
politan Board  or  in  the  District  Board  to  interfere  with  any  building 
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i^hicli  Loid  Auckland  might  erect  on  that  land,  except  in  accordance       L.  Jj, 

idth  the  provisions  of  the  74th  section ;  that  the  75tli  section  does        1872 

not  apply  at  all  to  it ;  and  that  Mr.  VuUiamy^s  line»  whether  rightly 

or  wrongly  laid  down  by  him  as  the  general  line  of  the  street,  would 

BLOt  authorize  them  to  interfere  with  Lord  AiicJcland*8  property.  

But  then  I  am  farther  of  opinion  that  Mr.  VuUiamy^s  order,  on  ^  wj^J*^ 
the  face  of  it>  is  perfectly  monstrous  and  utterly  void.    It  is  easy 
to  see  how  the  error  arose,  namely,  from  Mr.  VulKamy  treating  the 
site  of  the  old  buildmg  as  being  vacant  ground.    That  appears 
upon  the  face  of  the  order  which  h.e  has  pronounced.    He  comes 
to  the  decision  pf  the  question  as  to  the  general  line  of  the  street 
on  the  assumption  that  Lord  Auckland's  property  is  to  be  treated 
as  vacant  groimd,  and  then  he  finds  what  he  supposes  to  be  a 
line,  being  the  line  made  by  four  or  five  houses ;  that  being, 
as  he  thought,  the  only  line  that  he  could  find,  considering  the 
mode  in  which  the  question  was  submitted  to  him.      I  think 
that  if  Mr.  VuUiamy's  attention  had  been  drawn  to  this,  that 
lie  was  to  ascertain  what  the  general  building  line  of  York  Place 
-WBS^  as  things  stood  before  the  houses  were  taken  down,  he  never 
could  have  made  such  an  order  as  this,  the  effect  of  which  is  much 
the  same  as  if  a  man  said  that  the  old  line  of  the  front  of  Burling^ 
ion  House  was  the  general  line  of  Piccadilly.    I  am  of  opinion  that 
lio  has  fallen  into  a  mistake,  and  that  he  has  never  determined  the 
line  in  the  manner  in  which  he  ought  to  have  determined  it, 
namely,  what  was  the  line  before  the  houses  were  taken  down. 

I  do  not  think  we  ought  to  make  any  declaration  as  to  the  74th 
section,  because  the  Metropolitan  Board  are  not  before  us.  There 
will  therefore  be  a  declaration  that,  notwithstanding  Mr.  VuUiamy's 
OJrder  purporting  to  set  out  the  general  line  of  the  street,  Lord 
A^tsckland  is  entitled  to  build  on  the  whole  of  the  property  included 
the  purchase,  and  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  District  Board 
interfering  with  such  building ;  and  the  Plaintiff  must  have 
i^lie  costs  of  the  suit. 

g jj^  Cr.  Mblush,  L J. : — 

T   am  of  the  same  opinion.    I  think  it  impossible  to  read  with 

care  the  74th  and  75th  sections  of  the  Metropolis  Management 

^  jL^fidment  Act,  1862,  without  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  no 
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L.  jj.  case  can  be  intended  to  be  within  the  75th  section,  which  is  within 
1872  the  74th ;  because  the  74th  section,  if  anj  house  is  pulled  down  or 
l^       is  destroyed  which  is  beyond  the  general  line  of  the  street^  gives 

ArGKLAND  power  to  the  Metropolitan  Board  to  require  that  when  it  is  built 
Westminster  up  again  it  shall  be  set  back,  paying  compensation.    Now  it  seems 

OF  WoBKs.  absurd  to  suppose  that  the  Legislature  could  have  intended  that 
in  that  very  same  case  they  might,  instead  of  proceeding  under 
sect.  74,  proceed  under  sect.  76,  and  say, "  You  shall  put  your  house 
back  to  the  general  line  of  the  street  without  receiving  any  com- 
pensation whatever."  To  make  the  two  sections  consistent  with  eadi 
other,  I  think  that  we  must  construe  the  words  **  no  building,  struc- 
ture, or  erection  "  in  the  75th  section  to  mean  no  building,  structure, 
or  erection  built  or  erected  for  the  first  time.  Then  comes  the  ques- 
tion, whether  this  present  case,  assuming  against  Lord  Auckland  that 
there  may  be  a  general  line  of  street  in  York  Plaee^  is  within  the 
74th  section.  Of  course  if  the  same  person  who  had  pulled  the 
buildings  down  was  intending  to  erect  them  again,  then  it  would  be 
directly  within  the  74th  section.  But  ought  the  74th  section  to 
be  confined  to  that  ?  In  my  opinion  it  would  be  very  absurd  to 
confine  it  to  that,  because  if  a  man  pulls  down  his  building, 
intending  to  erect  a  new  one,  why  should  he  not  be  allowed  to 
sell  the  site  with  the  same  power  of  erecting  the  building  as  he 
himself  had  ?  It  appears  to  me  that  the  purchaser  must  be  in 
the  same  position  as  the  vendor,  and  that  a  subsequent  purchaser 
from  the  purchaser  must  be  in  the  same  position  as  the  purchaser. 
Then  does  it  make  any  difference  that  a  railway  company  was  the 
mesne  purchaser,  that  is,  the  person  who  purchased  the  property 
from  the  original  owner  of  the  building  and  the  person  who  pull^ 
it  down.  I  do  not  think  that  that  makes  any  difference.  I  do  not 
mean  to  say  that  in  every  case  after  a  building  has  been  erected 
the  site  of  that  building  is  to  remain  for  ever  within  sect.  74  and 
never  come  within  sect  75.  We  might  suppose  a  case  of  a 
building  pulled  down  and  the  site  of  the  building  turned  to  a 
totally  different  purpose — made,  for  instance,  into  an  open  garden. 
Or  we  might  suppose  a  man  pulling  down  his  building  and  volun- 
tarily setting  it  back  to  the  general  line  of  the  street  I  do  not 
suppose  that  in  such  a  case  any  subsequent  owner  who  might 
acquire  the  site,  or  the  same  owner,  could,  after  that,  take  ad- 
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vantage  of  its  being  an  old  site.      Just  in  the  same  way,  if  a  man        L.  jj. 
pnlls  down  a  house,  and  the  ground  is  left  vacant  for  so  many         1S72 
years  that  all  supposed  intention  of  rebuilding  is  gone,  then  all  the         iT^ 
right  to  the  lights  will  be  gone  also ;  but  if  there  is  an  intention     Auoklaot) 
to  rebuild,  even  though  there  is  a  delay  of  two  or  three  years,  still  ^sfftiiKsrm 
the  right  to  the  lights  would  remain.    And  I  do  not  suppose  that  ^wo^T 
it  would  make  any  difference  if,  when  the  original  owner  had        — ' 
puUed  down  the  house,  he  had  sold  the  land  with  the  right  of 
building  the  house  again.     In  the  same  way  I  think  that,  in  the 
present  case,  if  the  houses  are  pulled  down  under  circumstances 
which  would  lead  every  one  to  suppose  that  the  houses  would,  as  a 
matter  of  course,  be  rebuilt,  the  site  bemg  practically  of  no  value, 
except  as  building  ground,  it  would  be  wrong  to  say  that  the 
rights  which  it  formerly  possessed  as  to  the  h'ne  of  buildings  are 
lost  by  the  mere  circumstance  that  the  railway  company  has 
found  it  necessary,  for  the  purpose  of  constructing  their  railway,  to 
take  down  these  houses. 

It  would  be  a  hard  thing  on  the  railway  company,  as  it  seems 
to  me,  if,  having  purchased  these  houses  at  the  full  price,  and 
being  obliged  to  pull  them  down  for  the  purposes  of  their  railway, 
they  were  not  at  liberty  to  sell  the  site  for  the  purpose  of  being 
built  upon.     As  far  as  appears,  they  did  sell  the  site,  and  Lord 
AueMand  bought  it  on  the  assumption  that  it  might  be  built  upon. 
If  the  District  Board  are  right  in  their  contention,  there  was  a 
defect  in  the  railway  company's  title,  because  they  wotdd  have  no 
power  to  sell  the  land  as  building  land  without  previously  ascertain- 
ing the  intentions  of  the  Metropolitan  Board    Therefore  I  am  of 
^pii^on  that,  as  regards  the  site  of  the  building,  it  is  clearly 
'within   the   74th  section,  and  that  the  District  Board  had  no 
x>ower  to  proceed  under  sect.  75 ;  and  that  being  so,  I  am  further 
f  opi»i^^  **^*t  ^^  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  grant  relief  in  this 
^^     The  District  Board  threatens  that,  if  Lord  Auckland  should 
rect   stables  on  this  land,  they  will  pull  them  down.    It  is 
^  that  they  must  first  go  before  a  magistrate.    If  they  do  he 
__-rn  probably  tell  them  that  he  has  no  jurisdiction ;  for  it  seems 
^e  perfectly  clear  that  he  has  no  jurisdiction  under  this  sec- 
.  But  I  think  Lord  Auckland  is  entitled  to  say :  "I  will  not 

.X  to  8©®  whether  a  magistrate  will  decide  rightly  or  wrongly  as 
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li.  JJ.      to  his  jurisdiction  in  this  case ;  I  will  not  go  before  a  magistrate 

1872       at  ally  but  I  will  go  into  tlie  Court  of  Chancery  for  an  injunction 

LoBD       to  restrain  you  from  pulling  down  my  stables  in  a  case  where  you 

AuoM^D    YiSi^Q  j^^  power  to  pull  them  down." 

WKsmiNBrBB     Then  the  only  other  question  on  which  there  can  be  any  doubt 

Local  Boabd  ^  x  ^ 

or  WoBKs.  isy  whether  there  is  any  difference  between  the  actual  site  of  the 
~"  house  and  the  courtyard,  which  was  behind  the  house.  In  my 
opinion  there  is  no  difference.  The  front  of  the  house  was  not 
towards  York  Place  at  all,  but  the  side  of  the  house  ran  all  along 
York  Place,  and  beyond  that  there  was  a  continuous  wall  of  some 
height,  which  separated  the  courtyard  from  York  Place.  Even 
assuming  that  there  was  a  line  of  street  in  York  Place,  I  do  not 
think  that  would  be  an  open  space  within  the  meaning  of  the 
75th  section.  The  Plaintiff  has  a  house,  and  a  wall  beyond  his 
house  which  incloses  his  courtyard.  His  courtyard  is  as  much  a 
private  place  as  any  other  part ;  it  is  not  in  any  way  dedicated  to 
the  use  of  the  public. 

I  entirely  agree  with  what  the  Lord  Justice  has  said — that, 
looking,  as  we  ought  to  do,  at*the  state  of  things  as  they  existed 
before  these  buildings  were  pulled  down,  there  really  was  no 
general  line  of  building  in  York  Place  except  the  line  which 
came  right  up  to  the  footpath. 

Therefore,  upon  the  whole,  I  am  of  opinion  that  Lord  Auckland 
is  ^entitled  to  have  the  relief  which  he  prays  for,  and  to  the  costs 
of  the  suit. 


irJ 


Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  Lambert  &  Son. 
Solicitor  for  the  Defendants :  Mr.  /•  Bogere. 
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In  re  EYANS'  TEUSTS. 

TruBtee  RdUf  Act — PetUian  for  paymeni  of  Income^Co%ts, 


L.JJ. 
1872 


Where  a  truat  fund  has  been  transfenred  into  Court  under  the  TruUet  P         •^"••^  S^ 

litf  Acif  and  a  petition  is  presented  for  payment  of  the  income  to  the  tena  f         ' ' 

for  life,  the  oosta  of  the  trustees,  as  well  as  of  all  other  neoessary  parties,  wll 
he  paid  out  of  the  income. 

Decision  of  Mcdins,  V.C,  reversed. 

In  re  Mamer^s  Trusts  (1)  followed. 


SemhU :  Where  the  title  of  the  tenant  for  life  is  clear,  the  trustees  ought 
not  to  appear  upon  a  petition  simply  affecting  the  income. 


'^*"-^  -Trffri'^ 


^; 


IHIS  was  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  Vice-Chancellor  Malim. 

In  the  month  of  February,  1872,  the  trustees  under  the  will  of  f  I 

W.  Evans  transferred  the  sum  of  £1200  India  JK4  per  Cent.  Stock 
into  Court  under  the  Trustee  Rdief  Act. 

A  petition  was  presented  by  the  two  tenants  for  life  of  the  fund 
the  peisons  entitled  in  remainder  to  one  moiety  of  the  fund,  and 
the  trustees,  praying  for  the  payment  of  the  diyidends  to  the  two 
tenants  for  life  till  further  order.  This  petition  was  served  on 
the  persons  entitled  in  remainder  to  the  other  moiety  of  the  fund 
who  had  declined  to  join  in  the  petition. 

The  Vice-chancellor  ordered  the  costs  of  all  parties  to  the 
application  to  be  paid  out  of  the  corpus  of  the  fund,  and  the  Re- 
spondents appealed  from  the  order  so  far  as  it  related  to  the 
payment  of  the  costs. 

Mr.  Dauney^  for  the  Appellants : — 

The  petition  only  relates  to  the  payment  of  the  income 
and,  therefore,  the  costs  ought  to  be  borne  by  the  tenant  fop 
Jife.  The  practice  was  settled  by  In  re  Marner's  Trusts  (1), 
which,  although  decided  by  Vice-Chancellor  Kindersley,  had  the 
authority  of  all  the  Judges.  That  decision  has  been  followed  in 
Jn  re  Whitton's  Trusts  (2),  In  re  Smith's  Trusts  (3),  and  In  re  MascnCe 
J^rusts  (4). 

(1)  Xaw  Rep.  3  Eq.  432.  (3)  Law  Rep.  0  Eq.  374. 

(2)  Ibid.  8  Eq.  352.  (4)  Ibid.  12  Eq.  111. 
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In  re 
Evans* 
Tbustb. 


Mr.  IncCf  for  the  Petitioners : — 

The  course  of  practice  has  not  been  nniform.  Lord  CranworOCs 
original  opinion  was,  that  the  costs  ought  to  come  out  of  the  corpus  : 
In  re  Turnley  (1).  And  even  since  In  re  Maimer's  Trusts  (2)  there 
have  been  several  reported  cases  where  this  has  been  done  :  In  re 
Gordon's  Trusts  (3),  In  re  WoocCs  Trusts  (4),  In  re  Knighfs 
Trusts  (5).  If  this  had  been  an  administration  suit>  the  costs  would 
have  come  out  of  the  corpus.  At  all  events,  the  trostees'  costs 
ought  to  be  so  borne. 


'I  I 


I 


Sib  W.  M.  James,  L  J. : — 

It  appears  to  me  that  the  practice  of  the  Court  on  this  point  was 
conclusively  settied  by  the  decision  in  In  re  Mamer^s  Trusts, 
which  was  the  result  of  the  deliberate  opinion  of  all  the  Equity 
Judges,  Lord  Cranworth  giving  up  his  ongioal  opinion  which  he 
had  expressed  in  In  re  Turnletf.  That  decision  has  since  been 
followed  by  several  Judges — by  the  Master  of  the  Bolls,  by  Vice- 
chancellor  WickenSy  and  by  myself  when  Vice-chancellor.  I  do 
not  think  we  ought  now  to  alter  so  well  established  a  practice. 
And  it  certainly  seems  to  me  a  rule  calculated  to  save  expense. 
A  tenant  for  life  who  knows  that  he  will  have  to  pay  the  expense 
of  his  own  application  would  be  likely  to  make  it  in  a  less  luxurious 
manner  than  if  he  had  the  corpus  to  resort  to.  It  is  said  that  a 
difference  ought  to  be  made  with  respect  to  the  appearance  of  the 
trustees,  and  that  this  difference  has  been  recognised  in  some  cases. 
But  I  think  that  In  re  Mamer's  Trusts  was  intended  to  apply  to 
all  the  costs  of  the  Petition,  and  I  am  the  more  disposed  to  follow 
that  construction  because  the  reasonable  course  for  a  tenant  for  life 
to  pursue,  when  about  to  petition  for  payment  of  his  income,  would 
be  to  write  to  the  trustee  and  tell  him  that  he  did  not  seek  to 
affect  the  corpus,  but  only  wanted  his  income,  and,  therefore,  that 
there  would  be  no  occasion  for  the  trustee  to  incur  costs  by 
appearing.  In  such  a  case,  if  the  titie  of  the  tenant  for  life  is 
clear,  the  trustee  ought  not  to  appear.    I  am  of  opinion,  theie- 

(1)  Law  Rep.  1  Ch.  152.  (3)  Law  Rep.  6  Eq.  335. 

(2)  Ibid.  3  Eq.  432.  (4)  Ibid.  11  Eq.  165. 

(5)  37  L.  J.  (Ch.)  409. 
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fore,  that  in  this  case  all  the  costs  ought  to  come  out  of  the 
income. 

Sib  G.  Hellish,  L- J.,  concurred. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellants :  Messrs.  SooTce  &  Street 
Solicitors  for  the  Petitioners:    Messrs.  Tanqueray-Willaume  & 
Hanbury. 
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Trade  Marh— -Fancy  Noma  leeoming  Pubiici  Juris^Use  of  Name  in  Trade 

Circulars — Misrepresentation  in  Trade  Mark, 

• 

A  fancy  name  wliicli  designates  a  particular  kind  of  artide  may  he  in 
general  use  in  price  liste  which  drcuUte  between  mannfactnren  and  retaU 
dealers  without  prejndicing  the  right  of  the  inventor  to  the  exclnaive  use  of 
the  fancy  name  as  a  trade  mark  in  the  sale  of  the  article  to  the  pnblic. 

A  trade  mark  to  which  a  trader  had  originally  an  exclusive  right  may  in 
coarse  of  time  become  pMid  juris,  and  the  exclusive  right  may  be  lost 
The  proper  test  of  this  having  happened  is,  that  the  use  of  the  trade  mark 
by  other  persons  has  ceased  to  deceive  the  pubUc  as  to  the  maker  of  the 

The  exclumve  right  to  the  use  of  a  fancy  name  as  a  trade  mark  is  not  lost 
by  the  inventor  habitually  using  it  in  conjunction  with  his  own  name  as 

maker  of  the  artide. 

The  Court  will  not  interfere  by  injunction  to  restrain  the  imitation  of  a 
trad   mark  if  there  is  false  representation  in  the  trade  mark,  or  if  the  trade 

itself  is  fraudulent^ 

And  semWc,  such  fitlae  representation  or  fraud  would  be  a  good  defence  to 
action  at  law  for  imitation  of  the  trude  mark,  on  the  ground  that  ex  turpi 

•causa  non  oritur  actio. 

But  a  collateral  misrepresentation  by  the  owner  of  the  trade  mark  will 
not  disentitle  him  to  reUef  either  at  law  or  in  equity. 

In  a  case  where  the  Plaintiff,  whose  trade  mark  was  "  Ford's  Eureka  Shirty* 
had  falsely  represented  in  his  invoices  and  in  a  few  advertisements  that  he 
was  a  **  patentee"  of  the  shirt:— 

:ffeld  that  sudi  false  representation  was  not  sufiScient  to  prevent  him  from 
sustaining  an  action  at  law ;  and  that  his  right  at  law  being  clear,  he  was 
entitled  to  an  injunction  in  Chancery. 

Decsision  of  Bacon,  V.C,  reversed. 

^-gjg  ^3g  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  Vice-CHiancellor  Baeon. 
rru^  bill  was  filed  by  Biehard  Ford,  of  the  Poultry,  London, 
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May  22,  23, 

27,  28 ; 
June  11. 
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shirirmaker,  against  John  Foster  and  others,  carrying  on  busineflB 
as  FosteTy  Porter,  &  Co.,  wholesale  hosiers,  in  Wood  Street,  in  the 
same  city. 

In  or  about  the  year  1849  the  Plain  tiff,  who  was  then  in  business 
in  the  Strand,  brought  out  a  shirt  of  a  particular  shape,  to  which 
he  gave  the  name  of  ^'  The  Eureka  ;"  and  ever  since  that  time  he 
had  carried  on  an  extensive  trade  in  such  shirts,  and  they  had 
obtained  a  wide  reputation. 

The  Plaintiff  always  marked  his  shirts  on  the  inside  at  the  back 
of  the  collar  band  with  the  foUowiug  mark,  enclosed  within  a  line : 
''  B.  Forces  Eureka  Shirt,  London,""  to  which  he  added,  after  the 
passing  of  the  Merchandise  Marks  Act,  1862  (25  &  26  Vict  c  85), 
the  words  **  Trade  Mark ;''  and  the  Plaintiff  always  described  his 
shirts  in  all  advertisements  and  elsewhere  as  **Ford^s  Eureka 
Shirtsr 

The  bill,  which  was  filed  in  February,  1870,  alleged  that  the 
Plaintiff  had  recently  discovered  that  the  Defendants  had  for  some 
time  been  manufacturing  and  selling  to  the  trade  shirts  which  they 
described  as  **  The  Eureka  Shirt,''  by  which  the  public  were  misled, 
and  the  Plaintiff's  business  materially  injured;  that  the  shirts 
manufactured  by  the  Defendants  were  marked  beneath  the  inside 
of  the  collar  band  with  the  words  **  The  Eureka  Shirt "  within  a 
shield-shaped  border,  and  with  a  crown  on  the  top ;  and  that  they 
were  in  the  habit  of  issuing  trade  cards  and  price  lists,  advertising 
themselves  as  manufacturing  and  selling  *^The  Eureka  ShirL^ 
The  Plaintiff  accordingly  prayed  that  the  Defendants  might  be 
restrained  ^  from  applying  the  mark  or  title  of ''  Eureka*"  to  any 
shirts  manufactured  by  them,  or  to  any  shirts  sold  by  them,  unless 
such  shirts  had  been  manufactured  by  the  Plaintiff;  and  from 
advertising  for  sale  shirts  as  **  Eureka,"'  by  issuing  boxes,  cards,  or 
price  or  trade  lists,  or  other  advertisements,  in  which  the  mark 
or  title  ''  Eureka  *"  should  be  applied  to  shirts  not  of  the  Plain- 
tiff's manufActure ;  and  for  an  account,  and  other  consequential 
relief.'* 

On  the  19th  of  March,  1870,  the  Plaintiff  moved  for  an  in- 
junction  before  yice-Chancellor  James,  who  ordered  that,  upon 
the  Defendants  undertaking  not  to  apply  the  word  *'  Eureka  "  to 
any  shirt  sold  by  them,  except  by  the  use  of  the  words  ''  Foster, 
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Z^i^rier,  it  Company  s  Imprav&d  Bkvreka^'  the  motion  should  stand 
to  'Aie  hearing,  without  prejudice  to  any  question. 

This  order  was  taken  by  appeal  to  Lord  Justice  CKffard,  who, 
on  the  25th  of  March,  1870,  varied  the  order  by  striking  out  the 
undertaking,  and  directing  that  notice  of  motion  for  a  decree 
should  be  given  within  a  week,  the  Plaintiff  waiving  his  right  to 

(!)• 

unleas  upon  evidence  ahnost  wholly 
different  from  that  which  is  hefore  me ; 
whereas,  under  the  old  practice,  if  I 
were  to  giant  the  injunction  the  Court 
of  Law  would  not  pay  the  slightest 
attention  to  any  opinion  I  might  have 
expressed.  An  expression  of  my  opinion 
now    upon   an   interlocutory   motion 
would  be  aU  but  binding  on  the  Vice* 
Chancellor.     Therefore,  unless  I  was 
convinced  that  the  case  was  perfectly 
clear,  J  oertainly  should  not  grant  it, 
because  although  we  now  take  under- 
takings for  damages,  we  know  perfectly 
well  that  these  undertakings  for  damages 
are  not  a  sufficient  eompensation  to  a 
Defendant    against   whom  they  may 
happen  to  he  improperly  granted. 

For  these  reasons  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  Yice-Chanoellor  was  perfectly 
right  in  directing  this  motion  to  stand 
to  the  hearing. 

[His  Lordship  then  proceeded  to  shew 
why  he  considered  the  undertaking 
prejudicial  to  the  Plaintiff.] 

In  fact,  such  an  undertaking  must  be 
founded  on  the  opinion  that  any  person 
looking  at  such  an  expression  as 
-Foster,  Porter,  A  CoJs  Improved 
Eureka*  would  think  he  was  buyin<r 
ronfs  «  Eureka  Shirts.^  in  that  o^ion 
I  oonftts  I  do  not  concur;  and  I  think 
it  is  right  I  should  say  so,  because  it 
is  plain  to  me  that  the  term  "  Eureka^ 
is  the  whole  gist  of  this  case ;  and  if 
the  Plaintiff's  sole  right  is  to  use  the 
term  "* Eureka"*  in  connection  with  his 
own  name,  he  has  not  a  right  which  is 
worth  anything  whatever.    I  cannot 


an 

(1^  1870.  March  25. 
Sib  G.  M.  Oikkabd,  LJ^.,  after  ob- 
serving   that  be     thought   the   Vioe- 
Cban<^llor  qwto  right  in  directing  the 
motion  to  Btand  to  the  hearing,  con- 

Besides  that,  looking  at  the  whole  of 
«ie  evidence,  there  are  two  very  serious 
.aueationa  for  decision  at  the  hearing. 
TUe  one  is,  whether  the  evidence  can 
"broaght  to  such  a  point  as  to  make 
t  tbat  ^'Eureka'*  iajncWtctyum.  That 
^^    one  very  serious  question,  and   of 
oouTse  up<m  that  I  shall  not  for  one 
xaoment  express  an  opinion. 

The  other  very  serious  question  1% 
-whether  the  Plaintiff  is  or  is  not  rv^ 
eluded  from  suing  by  reason  of  his 
2iaving  described  himself  in  his  in- 
v'oices  to  a  very  considerable  extent  as 
«*  X>atentee"  of  ForcTs  Eureka  Shirts, 
wben,  in  fact,  he  is  not  the  patentee  of 
tlxose  shirts. 

Upon  these  two  points  I  shall  certamly 
eXpTCM  no  opinion  at  this  moment ; 
^nd  I  ^o  ^o*  *^"*^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  respect 
jg4r  Joh^  ^<^'«  ^^  ^**  "^"^  *^® 
sligbtest  difference.  I  take  it  that 
iipon  interiocutory  applications  what 
^^B  Court  considers  is  this :  whether 
^jj^er  the  old  practice  it  would  have 
^j^nted  an  injunction  directing  an 
Action  at  the  same  time,  or  whether  it 
«^oul<i  have  abstamed  from  granting  an 
•  lonction,  and  then  durected  an  action. 
Siting  beie  in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  if  I 
xe  to  grant  this  injunction,  it  would  he 
►ral^y  impossible  for  the  Vice-Chan- 
llor  at  the  hearing  to  do  otherwise, 
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Both  parties  went  into  evidence  at  considerable  length,  both 
before  and  after  the  hearing  of  the  motion  for  an  injanction. 

In  one  of  his  affidavits  the  Plaintiff  stated  that  he  had  been 
frequently  informed  that  shirts  stamped  or  marked  with  hie  trade 
mark  of  .^'JBifrdba"  were  being  made  and  sold  in  the  United 
Kingdom^  aqd  were  also  being  shipped  abroad ;  but  until  yery 
recently  he  had  failed  to  discover  by  whom  the  same  was  being 
done.  He  then  said  that  in  January,  1870,  he  received  from  a 
Mr.  W.  H.  TumeUf  of  Wellinffbarougihy  a  shirt  as  a  sample,  accom- 
{lianied  by;  a  letter,  asking  for  a  dozen  shirts  to  match  it,  and  for  a 
quotation  of  the  lowest  price.  The  Plaintiff  having  answered 
tliis  request,  Tumell  replied  to  the  effect  that  he  could  get  the 
shirts  made  at  13a.  per  dozen  less,  and  asked  the  Plaintifi^  if  he 
did  not  choose  to  snpply  the  shirts  at  the  price  required,  to  send 
the  pattern  shirt  to  Messrs.  Foster,  Porter,  &  Co.  The  Plaintiff 
stated  that  in  consequence  of  the  information  contained  in  that 
correspondence^  he  made  i;nquiries,  and  ascertained  that  shippers 
had  obtained  shirts  from  the  Defendants  marked  as  *'  The  Eureka 
Shirtr 

He  further  said  that  he  had,  by  the  course  pursued  by  the 
Defendants  in  using  his  said  trade  mark,  sustained  loss  and 
damage  amounting  annually  to  many  hundreds  of  pounds;  and 
in  a  further  affidavit  he  said  that  he  had  in  advertising  his  said 
shirt  expended  a  sum  exceeding  £7000. 

The  general  effect  of  the  evidence  adduced  by  the  Defendants 
was  that  the  name  ^'  Eureka  ^  was  of  common  use  in  the  shirt 
trade,  as  applying  to  shirts  of  a  particular  shape,  but  without 
reference  to  any  particular  maker,  and  that  in  a  few  instances  it 
was  used  in  the  price  or  trade  lists  of  manufacturers  of  shirts ; 
but  the  Defendants  failed  to  establish  the  fact  that  any  other 
dealers  except  themselves  had  stamped  the  name  **  Eureka  "  on  the 
shirts. 

Mr.  Walton,  who  had  been  for  twenty  years  buyer  in  the  De- 


but, think  that,  supposing  a  person  sees 
the  term  ^*  Eureka^  whether  in  con- 
junction with  the  name  "  Ford^s,^  or 
the  word  **  Improvedy'*  or  the  words 
''Foster, Porter^  <fe  Co.'s  Improved,"*  he 
would  not  take  the  least  notice  whether 


it  was  For.d's,  or  Foster  db  Porter's,  or 
any  one*s  else. 

With  that  exception,  I  desire  that 
the  matter  should  go  to  the  hearing 
quite  unfettered  and  unprejudiced. 


^Ol4.  TIL]  OHANCEBY  APPEALa 

fendants'  ahirt  department^  gave  the  following  aocount  of  the 
oirciunstanceB  under  which  the  name  was  first  used  by  the  Defen- 
.  danta : — "  From  the  year  1862  and  forward  the  firm  ^f  Foster 
JPorier,  d  Co.,  Bold  shirts  under  the  name  of  *  JPte  Eureka  Shiri  ' 
cuad  the  firm  issued  price  lists  to  that  effect  from  that  time,  and  they 
liaYO  always  been  called  in  the  price  lists  '  Eureka*  and  *  Improved 
JEkmkaJ   As  buyer  for  the  firm  .1  make  up  the  price  lists,  andh^d 
-no  particular  reason  for  using  the  word  *  Eureka,*  except  that  fancy 
names  were  then  yery  fashionable,  and  aa  applied  to  shirts  it  was 
ct  name  universal  in  the  trade.    I  knew  that  Ford  was  using  it  at 
that  time.    I  had  at  that  time  (1862)  seen  the  advertisement  of 
jFbrcTs  Eureka  Shirts  in  his  window.    Mclntyre,  Sogg,  &  0^  used 
iJie  term  in  1862.     I  do  not  know  anyone  else  who  used  the  term. 
Xhe  diirts  were  made  to  ourord^r  fixHu- samples  submitted  to 
JUelniyre,  Sogg,  dt  Co.  by  us.    They  delivered  them  to  us  from  the 
first  as  Eureka  shirts.    Some  member  or  buyer  in  that  firm  re- 
.   conunended  me  to  call  the  shirts  Eweka,  and  I  did  ao.    They  got 
thd  stamps  printed  and  attached  .them  before  they  delivered  the 
shirts  to  us.    The  stamp  was  designed  by  the  printer.    Eureka 
shirts  had  not  been  much  demanded  before  that  time*     The  price 
list  of  1863  contains  an  ad'vertisement  of  shirts  ^  of  Eureka  and 
OfAi^<^^^  shape.'     '  Ewreka '  ia  a  word  that  has  been  used  for  twelve 
years  for  scarves.    The  improvement  in  Eurekas  referred  to  in  the 
nrice  list  as  *  Improved  Eureka'  referred  to.  improvements  in  the 
^^xistbands,  and  so  on." 

2klr.  Sogg,  a  member  of  the  firm  of  Mclntyre,  Eogg,  &  Co.,  shirt 
Tiiaxnifecturers,  confirmed  this  statement. 

^he  Defendants  also  produced  evidence  to  shew  that  in  the  year 

1 854  »  person  named  Ford,  a  relative  of  the  Plaintifl;  sold  shirts 

Hicli  be  called  **  Eureka''  on  the  boxes  and  invoices,  for  about  a 

^^    with  the  knowledge  of,  and  without  any  interference  from,  the 

^lainti^'  also  that  a  shirt-maker  named  Stroud,  whose  shop  was 

•iilai»  ft  ^®^  ^^^  ^^  ^^  Plaintiff's,  had  for  several  years  before 

^       filing  of  the  bill  sold  and  advertised  shirts  as  "Stroud's 

*    ^     jj.^  JBhirts,"  and-  had  exhibited  a  board  in  front  of  his  shop 

^^\\  those  words  conspicuously  painted  on  it. 

^^^rpi^^  Defendants  also  proved  that  the  Plaintiff  had  been  in  the 

. .  ^£  printing  invoices  and  bill-heads  in  which  he  had  described 
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himself  as  ^'  patentee*'  of  Ford^s  Eureka  ShirtSj  and  they  also  pro- 
duced advertisements  which  appeared  in  the  year  1864  in  the 
Standard  and  other  newspapers,  and  in  the  ComhiU  Mapaziney 
which  were  headed  ''  Ford^a  Eureka  ShirtSy**  and  ended  with  the 
words  "  Richard  Ford  &  Co.^  patentees." 

In  reply  to  this  evidence  the  Plaintiff  stated  that  he  first  adopted 
that  form  of  invoice  in  1857  or  1858,  and  that  those  invoices  were 
never  sent  with  the  goods  to  the  purchaser,  but  were  inclosed  in  a 
distinct  envelope.  He  also  stated  that  he  had  never  publicly  ad- 
vertised his  shirt  as  patent,  although  he  had  advertsied  himself  as 
a  patentee,  being  the  patentee  of  the  Mimema  Shirt ;  that  no  price 
list  of  his  contained  any  statement  that  the  Eureka  was  a  patent 
shirt,  or  that  the  Plaintiff  was  the  patentee  of  the  Eureka  Shirt ; 
and  that  the  word  ^'  patentee,*'  as  applied  to  Eureka  shirts,  had 
now  been  withdrawn  from  his  bill-heads  and  invoices. 

In  one  of  his  later  affidavits  the  Plaintiff  exhibited  the  cover  of 
one  of  his  shirt  boxes,  on  which  was  printed  in  large  letters  the 
following  notice :  '^  Caution !  Caution !  Ford's  Eureka  Shirts  1 
As  other  shirts  are  sold  as  '  Ford's  Eurekas,'  please  observe  none 
are  genuine  unless  stamped  with  the  trade  mark  inside  the 
collar." 

Under  these  circumstances  the  Yice-Chancellor  was  of  opinion 
that  the  Plaintiff  had  not  made  out  his  claim  to  the  use  of  the 
name  *'  Eureka "  as  a  trade  mark ;  and  also  that  he  had  disen- 
titled himself  to  relief  in  this  Court  by  falsely  calling  himself  a 
patentee.    He  accordingly  dismissed  the  bill  with  costs  (1). 

be  thought  to  lay  down  some  general 


(1)  1872.  Jan.  18. 

Sib  James  Bacon,  V.C.  : — 

It  appears  to  me  that  very  little  of 
the  evidence  that  has  been  adduced  in 
this  case  has  any  direct  application  to 
the  question  before  the  Court 

As  for  the  cases  that  have  been  cited, 
I  will  make  this  observation :  the  cases 
upon  trade  marks  will,  in  the  decision 
of  them,  necessarily  extract  from  the 
Judge,  whoever  he  may  be,  a  variety  of 
observations  which  he  intends  only  to 
apply  to  the  case  before  him,  but  which, 
by  the  generality  of  the  expression,  may 


rule.  The  law  upon  the  subject  of  trade- 
marks has  been  the  same  for  a  great 
many  years.  It  has  undergone  no  change 
that  I  know  of.  A  more  strict  definition 
perhaps  of  trade  marks  is  contained  in 
the  1st  section  of  the  Merchandise 
Marks  Act,  1862  (26  &  26  Vict  c.  88) 
than  had  ever  been  before  expressed  in 
terms  so  authoritatively ;  but  the  same 
thing  has  at  almost  all  times  existed, 
and  the  same  law,  according  to  my 
notion,  has  at  all  times  been  applied. 

The  meaning  and  use  of  a  trade 
mark  is,  that  some  person  dealing  in 
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Mr.  LitOe,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  OaidecoU,  for  the  Plaintiff:— 

It  is  undisputed  that  the  Plaintiff  invented  this  shape  of  shirt 
and  gave  it  the  name  of  Eureka;  that  from  the  beginning  he 
marked  his  shirts  with  that  mark,  and  that  he  has  spent  large 


goods,  DO  matter  of  what  kind,  whether 
of  bis  own  manufacture  or  not,  having 
a  certain  defined  shape,  if  he  stamps 
upon  them  some  indication  that  that 
particular  article  is  his  and  his  ouly, 
may  thereby  acx[uire  so  far  an  exclu- 
sive right  to  it  as  that  no  man  may 
imitate  his  mark,  and  the  legal  right 
goes  no  farther  than  that. 

Ulie  caaes,  as  I  have  said,  establish 
that.    The  leoent  statute  does  the  same 
^ng  in  more  distinct  terms.      [His* 
Honour  then  referred  to  the  statute, 
and  continued  : — ^] 

This   bill  18  a  biU  to  establish  the 
PlaintifiTs  right  to  hia  trade  mark,  and 
the  first  question,  and  that  which  must 
govern  the  decision  of  the  case,  is,  What 
is  his  trade  mark,  and  what  has  he 
pleaded  as  being  his  trade  mark  ?  Now 
the  Wll,  which   is  very  clear  and  dis- 
tinct, asserts  that  in  the  year  1849  he 
brought  out  a  shirt,  which  he  descrihes, 
and  gave  to  the  shirt  so  brought  out, 
made,  and  sold  by  him,  the  name  of 
««  Eureka/*     From  1849  to  the  present 
time  he  has  advertised  that,  and  done  a 
valuable  and  extensive  business;  and 
ever  since  the  year  1849  sold,  and  is 
xiow  selling,  the  shirt  under  the  mark  or 
title  of  ^*  Eureka,*'  and  has  gained  a 
valuable  reputation ;  and  he  says  that 
tbat  shirt  has  been,  since  the  year  1849, 
g^jxd  is  uow,  known  in  the  trade  and  to 
tbe   geu«n^^  public  as  the '*  Eureka** 
birt ;  and  then  he  alleges  that  he  has 
Iwaya  marked  his  said  shirts  on  the 
.    ^^e»  at  the  back  of  the  oollarband 
♦Hereof*  with  the  following  mark  :  **  E. 
iTnrd^^  ^ttre^  Shirt,  London.** 

tjpon  those  allegations  the  whole 

^»  made  by  this  bill  is  and  must  be, 
case 


according  to  the  facts  proved,  not  to 
restrain  the  Defendants  from  using  the 
trade-mark  in   which  the    PlaintifiTs 
right  oonsists,  but  to  restrain  the  De- 
fendants, according  to  the  frame  of  the 
prayer,  from  applying  the  mark  or  title 
of  '^Eureka**  to 'any  shirts  manufac- 
tured   by  the  Defendants,  and  from 
issuing  any  boxes,  cards,  or  price  or 
trade  lists,  or  other  advertisements,  on 
which  the   mark  or  title  ** Eureka** 
shall  be  applied. 

Now,  what  is  there  to  justify  that? 
The  PlaintifiTs  assertion  is  in  effect  this : 
"From  the  time  that  I  invented  the 
shirt  that  I  called  by  the  name  of 
*  Eureka*  I  have  always  protected  such 
right  or  property  as  I  have  in  it  by 
putting  upon  it  the  inscription  *  E. 
Ford's  Eureka  Shirty  London,***  There 
is  no  pretence  for  saying  that  the  Defen- 
dants have  ever  imitated  or  copied  that 
inscription.  They  have  adopted  the 
name  **Eurekay**  and  it  is  suggested 
in  the  Pleadings,  but,  as  I  think,  not 
properly  suggested,  that  that  is  an  inva- 
sion of  the  trade  mark.  But  what  is 
the  PlaintifiTs  case  about  this  ?  From 
the  year  1849,  when  he  brought  out 
this  shirt  and  gave  it  the  name 
''Eureka,**  it  is  proved  in  evidence, 
clear,  conclusive,  and  without  an  at- 
tempt at  contradiction,  that  it  has  been 
well  known  to  the  trade  as  the 
''Eureka  **  shirt,  and  that  without  refer- 
ence to  any  right  the  Plaintifif  had  at  all. 
But  what  further  does  the  Plaintifif  say  ? 
Over  and  over  again  in  the  course  of 
the  argument  it  has  been  said  that  the 
Plaintifif  does  not  seek  to  shut  up  the 
Defendants'  mouth.  *•  They  may  call 
it '  Eureka  *  shirt  if  they  like,  they  may 
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sums  in  advertising  them.  The  words  ^  trade  mark/'  which  were 
added  af terwardjs;  were  not  essential  parts  of  the  trade  mark.  The 
evidence  o£  the  Defendants  fails  to  shew  that  from  1849  to  1862 


make  it  of  the  identical  shape,  but  they 
Bhall  not  mark  it.**  Why  not?  If  they 
have  a  right  to  make  it,  by  what  name 
are  they  to  call  it?  Nobody  has  ever 
called  it  anything  but  the  *'  Eureka:' 
And  if  they  may  call  it  so  in  words, 
why  may  they  not  stamp  upon  a  shirt 
when  they  have  made  it  that  name  by 
which  they  and  all  the  rest  of  the  world 
call  it?  There  is  one  thing,  and  one 
only,  they  must  not  do :  they  must  not 
say  that  this  Eureka  Shirt  which  they 
ofifer  for  sale  is  **  Ford^s  Eureka  ShirtJ' 

The  case  really,  without  referring  to 
all  the  abundant  evidence  that  has  been 
gone  into,  reduces  itself  to  the  narrowest 
possible  proportions  and  is  of  the 
plainest  kind.  The  use  of  the  name  is 
not  claimed  by  the  bill,  except  in  the 
way  I  have  pointed  out  It  cannot  be 
claimed  as  a  matter  of  fact.  **  Eureka^ 
is  not  the  trade  mark ;  and  where  is  the 
case  to  prove  or  establish  that  taking 
one  word  out  of  the  trade  mark  will  be 
an  invasion  of  the  trade  mark  ?  From 
1849  to  1860  these  Defendants  had 
nothing  to  do  with  it,  but  it  is  in 
evidence  that  other  persons  did  make 
Eureka  shirts,  and  did  sell  them  com- 
monly. Whether  they  stamped  them 
or  not  is  not  clearly  in  evidence.  If 
they  did,  in  my  opinion,  they  did  no 
more  than  they  were  justly  entitled  to 
do ;  if  they  did  not,  the  omission  to 
stamp  them  cannot  better  the  Plain- 
tiffs case.  [After  some  further  re- 
marks on  the  facts  proved  in  the  case. 
His  Honour  continued : — ] 

Then  it  has  been  argued  that  it  is 
not  necessary  iheace  should  be  any 
proof  that  any  one  has  been  misled 
by  the  use  of  the  word  ** Eureka^ 
by  the  Defendants.  If  it  is  not,  it 
is  at  least  necessary  to  shew  that  it 


was  "calculated*  in  the  words  of  the 
bill  ''to  mislead."  But  is  it  calcu- 
lated to  mislead?  When  for  nearly 
twenty 'yesirB  before  the^  filing  of  the 
bill  the  Plaintiff  has  taken  pains,  and 
successful  pains,  to  tell  the  whole 
world  that  his  ** Eureka^*  shirt  bears 
his  trade  mark  upon  it,  what  reason  is 
there  for  me  to  b^eve  that  anybody 
could  possibly  be  misled  by  seeing  a 
shirt  upon  which  was  only  the  single 
vroTd'* Eurekaf  U** Eureka' hadheea 
a  separate  and  distinct  trade  mark,  that 
would  have  been  different.  Bat  under 
these  circumstances  how  can  I,  with 
any  kind  of  justice,  infer  that  the 
word  ''^tcreX^*'  being  printed  in  a  small 
escutcheon  and  stamped  upon  the  neck 
of  a  shirt,  would  lead  anybody  to  believe 
that  it  was  B.  FanTa  ** Eureka  "  shirt? 

Upon  the  ground,  then,  that  he  has 
permitted  the  public  to  use  and  make 
this  shirt,  and  that  this  shirt  has  but 
one  name,  and  cannot  properly  he 
called  by  any  other  name  than  that 
which  he  himself  has  given  to  it,  I  think 
he  has  no  right  whatever  to  complain 
against  the  Defendants.  I  think  that 
the  public  use  of  it  during  that  time, 
under  the  circumstances  proved,  has 
precluded  him,  if  he  could  do  so  upon 
any  other  ground,  from  claiming  the 
exclusive  use  of  the  single  name 
"  Eureka.*' 

I  bear  in  mind  that  when  this  matter 
was  discussed  at  length  in  this  Court, 
and  when  the  Plaintiff  was  heard  at  full 
length  before  the  Lord  Justice  Chiffard, 
the  Lord  Justice  said  that  there  were 
two  questions  which  whenever  the 
cause  came  to  be  heard  will  deserve 
serious  attention.  One  is  the  puhlic 
use,  and  upon  that,  in  my  opinion,  the 
evidence  is  overwhelming.     The  use 
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any  one  but  the  Plaintiff  need  the  ward  as  a  mark  on  shirts;  bat 
in  1862  the  Defendants  adopted  it»  and  in  1863  they  issned  a 
circular  in  which  they  spoke  of  shirts  ''of  the  Eureka  and 

baa  'been  public,  and  I  do  not  hesitate 
to  say,  to  my  satis&ction  it  has  been 
proved  to  be  a  public  use  with  the 
knowledge  of  the  PlaintiE  -    • 

There  i^maiDg  only  the  other  ques- 
tion  to  cousider,  that  of  the  patent, 
^ow  I  should  not  like  to  fritter  away 
tiiat  wholesome  doctrine  of  the  Goart, 
^^t  if  a  man  comes  here  invoking  the 
aid  of  a  Court  of  Equity  for  the  pio» 
tection  of  what  he  calls  a  legal  right, 
he  is  bound  to  shew  that  he  has  dealt 
honestly  with  tliat  right.    Is  there  any 
l^<»ie8ty  ia  thia  instance?     Mr.  Cb^ 
^^^^ott^  with  great  ingenoityy  and  also 
I    may  say  with  great  candour — for 
he  has  not  permitted  his  ingenuity 
to  OTerstop  the  caadour  which  always 
characterizes  anything  he  has  to  say  to 
the   Ck>urt — has    endeayoured  to  dis- 
tingaish   those   authorities.    He  says 
it   was  not  until  18l57  that  the  Plain- 
tiff lapsed  into  this  practise  of  calling 
himself  a  patentee,  and  he  says  that, 
the    Plaintiflfs    conduct  having   been 
••  pore "  up  to  a  certain  time,  it  can- 
not be   rendered  impure  by  his  snb- 
eeanent  conduct.     I  admit   no   such 
principle  as  that;  for  if  I  were  to  say 
Cliat  that  was  to  be  the  rule  of  the  law, 
as  far  as  I  have  to  declare  the  law,  it 
-w-ould  only  be  necessary  for  a  man  one 
^^y   to  sUmp  his  shirt  with   a  trade 

xnarlc,  a»^  ^^  ^^«**  ^7  ^^  *^®  ^^^^ 
^weB^  to  say  to  the  world,  "that  is  my 
cradle  mark,  I  will  sell  you  these  shirt*^ 
A  when  I  sell  them  to  you  I  give  you 
\>ill  of  piu^oels,  and  tell  you  upon 
.^^t  I  am  the  patentee  of  that 
'«-t  which  bears  that  trade  mark.'* 
^^  csi*  ^  establish  such  a  principle 
^^y^j^t  ft  mMi  w  **^  liberty  at  any  time 
^*  I'ltes  to  say  to  the  public,  •*  I  am  a 
1*®       te«?"'    What  is  the  consequence 
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of  his  so  saying  ?    Suppose  a  buyer  of 
shirts  under  one  of  these  invoices  were 
greatly  struck  with  the  beauty  and 
excellence  of  the  shirt.    He  might  say 
to  himself,  "If  I  were  at  liberty  to 
make  these  shirts  I  could  make  them 
on  better  tenns  than  this  man  sells 
them  to  me,  but  I  dare  not,  because  he 
is  the  patentee;  I. am  precluded;  he 
has  an  exclusive  right''     It  is  a  posi- 
tive assertion,  from  the  year  1857  at 
least,  that  Mr.  Ford  is  Ihe  patentee 
of  that  shirty  the  distinctive  pcopsdy. 
in  the  sale  of  which  is  vested  in  him, 
and  to  which  his  title  deed  is  that 
stamp  which  he  has  put  upon  it.    If 
the  rule  were  a  too  strict  one  it  is  too 
well   established   for   me   to  meddle 
with  it     But  I  think  it  is  founded 
upon  the  most  perfect  good  sense  and 
justice.     I  think  that  penons  ought 
not  to  be  at  liberty  to  hold  themselves 
out  as  being  patentees  when  they  have 
no  such  right 

[His  Honour  then  referred  to  Mil* 
lington  v.  Fox  (8  My.  ft  Gr.  338)  and 
Kinahan  v.  Bolton  (15  Ir.  Oh.  75), 
which  cases  ^he  distinguished  from  the 
present,  and  continued : — ] 

I  desire  it  to  be  undentood  that  my 
decision  of  this  case  proceeds  upon  this, 
that  the  Plaintifif  has  not,  and  never 
had,  any  exclusive  right  to  the  word 
''£ureA»'*asaword;  that  as  far  as  the 
word  «  EurekaT  is  inserted  in  his  trade 
mark  he  has  a  right  to  that,  but  only 
as  a  part  of  his  trade  mark.  That 
trade  mark  has  never  been  in  any  de- 
gree interfered  with  or  imitated,  cither 
by  advertisement  or  representation,  or 
otherwise,  and  therefore  the  Plaintiff 
has  nothing  to  complain  of  in  that 
respect  Then  if  he  says  that^  in  gene- 
ral, making  Eureka  shirts,  and  selling 
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L.  JJ.  Bliape."  The  Plaintiff  does  not  complMH  of  the  Defendaat's  mabiiE 
1872  ebirte  of  the  "  Eureka  "  shape,  but  of  stamping  them  and  advertising 
foBD  them  as  "Eureka  "  shirts,  by  which  the  public  is  liable  to  be  mialed. 
2^2^     It  is  not  necessary  for  the  Plaintiff  to  prove  that  persons  hare 

been  actually  misled;  the  tendency  to  mislead  is  sufficient  to 

sustain  an  action  at  law  and  to  entitle  the  Plaintiff  to  relief  in 
equity:  8ifke»  t.  fiTyiea  (I) ;  Seiaso  v.  Provezende  (2);  Flavtl  v. 
Sarriton  (3) ;  Eddrien  v.  EddOm  (4) ;  UeAndrew  t.  Baud  (5) ; 
Craft  T.  Day  (6).  Although  the  Plaintiff  has  always  appended 
his  own  name  to  the  trade  mark,  calling  the  shirts  "  Forctt  Eurdca 
Shirli,"  that  circumstance  does  not  lessen  bis  right  to  the  exclnsiTe 
Qse  of  the  term  "Eureka":  Brahamv.  Butlard{7);  MiUingUm-v. 
Fat  (8) ;  Einahan  t.  Bolton  (9) ;  Coda  t.  ChatuSer  (10)  ;  SaU  t. 
Barrows  (H) ;  Ainmoorth  v.  Walmdey  (12)  ;  Wotherapoon  v.  Ourrie 
(before  the  House  of  Lords^  April  19, 1872).  No  case  of  acqoies- 
ceoce  has  been  proved  against  the  Plaintiff.  The  use  of  the  mark 
by  0.  Ford  and  Stroud  are  loo  insignificant  to  affect  his  right.  The 
right  of  the  Plaintiff  being  based  upon  property,  such  instances  of 
acquiescence  will  not  defeat  it :  Jdtnaon  y.  WyaU  (13). 


them,  ia  agaiiut  any  otlier  right  that 
he  m*j  poaaess,  I  nj  he  is  preclnded 
from  BajiDj;  that  by  the  conduct  which 
he  hu  punoed  Tespecting  bis  adrer- 
tiMments,  and  wpeciallf  his  bill  heads  ; 
for  there  I  toy  he  hu  made  a  direct, 
wilful,  and  false  repreeeDtatioD,  one 
which  might  have  been  injurious,  which 
certainly  would  be  iDOonreuieut,  to  any 
person  who  might  taks  his  word  for  his 
being  a  patentee  of  the  "£ureia''ahirt, 
and  therefore  be  deterred  from  making 
it  himself.  The  adTertigsmeDts  in 
newspepers,  the  adTertisements  in  the 
Comhill  Magatme,  the  adTertisemeuts, 
if  they  are  to  be  so  called,  npon  the  in~ 
voices  or  bill  beada,  which  go  further 
than  advertisemeats,  for  it  is  a  trans- 
action between  the  buyer  and  the  seller, 
all  that  is,  in  my  opinioD,  a  clearly 
holding  out  and  announcing  himself  to 
the  public  as  a  person  whose  right  to 
sell  the  shirts  which  he  thus  sold,  as 


mentioned  in  the  invtuccs,  was  pro- 
tected by  a  patent,  and  that  that  was 
false  i*  abundantly  proved. 

Under  these  circumstancea,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  there  is  no  ground  what- 
ever upon  which  this  suit  can  be  sus- 
tained. The  bill  therefore  must  be  diij- 
tniesed,  and  It  must  be  dismissed  with 
costs. 

(1)  3  B.  ft  0.  641. 

(2)  Uw  Bep.  1  Ch.  192. 

(3)  10  Hare.  467. 

(4)  1  D.  J.  ft  S.  IBS. 

(5)  12  W.  B.  777. 

(6)  7  Beav.  84. 

(7)  1  H.  ft  M.  447. 

(8)  8  My.  ft  Cr.  838. 

(9)  15  If.  Ch.  Rep.  75. 

(10)  Uw  Bep.  11  Eq.  446. 

(11)  33  L.  J.  (Ch.)  204. 

(12)  Uw  Rep.  1  Eq.  518. 

(13)  2  D.  J.  ft  3. 18. 
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Mr.  Kay,  QC,,  and  Mr.  H.  A.  Qiffard,  for  the  Defendants : — 
The  name  "  HarAa  "  was  originally  a  fancy  name  applied  to  a 
particular  shape  of  shirt,  not  shirts  made  or  sold  by  a  particular 
trader ;  and  as  such  it  has  become  publici  Juris,  and  is  used  both 
by  the  trade  and  the  public  to  designate  that  shape  without  dis- 
tinction of  the  seller.    Every  one,  therefore,  has  a  right  to  use  it, 
and  the  Court  will  not  grant  an  injunction  to  restrain  them  any 
more  than  to  restrain  persons  from  advertising  "Broughams,"  «  Wei- 
lington  boots,"  or  "  Harvey's  sauce,"  all  of  which  were  originally 
fancy  names.    The  Defendants  never  sold  or  advertised  these  shirts 
as  ^'Ford's  Eureka  Shirts,*'  which  is  the  only  trade  mark  to  which 
the  PlaintiflF  is  entitled.   Even  though  the  name  ''Eureka''  may  have 
been  originally  a  trade  mark,  it  has  now  become  jptiMictjrttm,  and 
the  Plaintiff  has  lost  his  exclusive  right  by  his  acquiescence.     He 
did  not  interfere  with  O.  Ford  or  with  Stroud,  whom  he  knew  to 
be  openly  selling  shirts  as  Eureka  shirts,  and  he  must  also  have 
seen  numerous  price  lists  and  trade  circulars  in  which  Eureka  shirts 
were  advertised.    Under  such  circumstances  the  Court  has  always 
refused  an  injunction :    Canham  v.  Jones  (7) ;  Woolham  v.  Bat^ 

(I)  3  B.  A  0.  541.  (4)  6  Beav.  66. 

(2^  Uw  Bep.  8  Eq.  651.  (5)  10  Hare,  467. 

(8)  8  Sim.  477.  (6)  H  H,  L.  C.  523. 
^  ^                                  (7)  2  V.  &  B.  218. 
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The  only  remaining  point  is  the  use  of  the  word  **  patentee."       l.  jj. 
But  that  word  was  not  used  in  conjunction  with  the  trade  mark,       i872 
and  even  if  it  had  been,  that  circumstance  would  not  have  been       Jford 
suflBcieat  to  disentitle  him  to  relief  at  law  or  in  equity :  Sykes  v. 
Sykes  (1) ;  MarshaU  v.  Boss  (2).     In  J^idding  v.  How  (3) ;  Perry 
V.  TruejUt  (4),  Flavel  v.  Harrison  (5),  and  LieaiheT  ClUh  Ompany  v. 
American  Leather  Cloth  Company  (6),   the  misrepresentation  was 
\nXh  respect  to  the  article  to  be  protected,  and  the  Court  refused 
to  protect  the  sale  of  a  thing  which  was  in  itself  a  fraud  upon  the 
public    That  is  not  the  case  hera      The  misrepresentation  was 
only  collateral.    Nor  was  there  an^    misrepresentation  at  all  to 
tbe  public  except  in  a  few  advertisements  in  1864,  and  the 
x»i«;,.4;«p  \%ftA  now  ceased  to  use  the  words  in  his  bill  heads  and 
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eliff(l);  Lee  T.Haley  (2))  WtjfhettpoonY.Cwrrie  ;  Dent  v.  Auction 
Mart  Company  (3);  Collins  Company  t.  Brown  (4);  Browne  ^i. 
Freeman  (5), 

But  whatever  the  PlaintifiTs  legal  rights  may  be,  he  has  dis- 
entitled himself  from  obtaining  relief  in  this  Gourt  hj  the  mis- 
representation contained  in  his  invoices  and  advertisements.  If 
the  Court  granted  an  injunction  it  would  be  aiding  the  Plaintiff 
to  commit  a  fraud :  Bidding  v.  How  (6) ;  Berry  v.  TrwfiU  (7)  ; 
Miyrgan  v.  M'Adam  (8);  Mddden  v.  Ffdt(9);  Lamplough  v. 
Baimer  (before  Vice-Chancellor  Wood,  December  3,  1867).  It  is 
impossible  to  draw  a  distinction  between  a  misrepresentation  ia 
the  trade  mark  and  elsewherCi  and  in  some  of  the  cases  cited 
there  was  no  misrepresentation  in  the  trade  mark. 

Mr.  LHUef  in  reply. 


Sir  W.  M.  James,  L  J.  :— 

In  this  case  the  Plaintiff  complains  of  the  Defendants  that  they 
have  invaded  his  trade  mark.  The  Plaintiff's  case  is  that  he, 
being  a  shirt-maker  in  London,  invented  a  particular  form  of 
shirt,  to  which  he  gave  the  name  of  '^  Eureka,'^  and  that  he  used  as 
a  trade  mark,  which  he  afi&xed  to  the  shirts,  the  words  '^  For3!s 
EureJca  Shirt  f*  and  he  complains  that  he  having  used  this  trade 
mark  for  several  years,  the  Defendants  have  used  the  word  **  Eureia,'* 
affixing  it  to  a  shirt  in  exactly  the  same  place  as  the  Plaintiff 
affixed  his  mark ;  and  that  they  have  also*  used  boxes  containing 
small  quantities  of  shirts,  just  as  much  as  one  purchaser  would 
buy,  with  the  mark  "  Foster,  Forter,  dt  Company^ s  Improved  Eureka'* 
Thus  stated,  the  case  seems  to  me  prima  facie  to  be  one  of  the 
plainest  and  simplest  cases  ever  brought  into  Court.  It  seems  to 
me  to  be  utterly  impossible  to  distinguish  this  case  from  the  case  of 
BraJia7n  v.  Bustard  (10),  where  a  man  had  a  trade  mark  upon  which 
was  the  word  "  Excelsior,**  and  another  man  applied  the  word  "  Ex- 


(1)  1  H.  &  M.  259. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  156. 

(3)  Ibid.  2  Eq.  288. 

(4)  8  E.  &  J.  423. 

(5)  12  W.  R.  305. 


(6)  8  Sim,  477. 
(7;  6  Beav.  66. 

(8)  86  L.  J.  (Ch.)  228. 

(9)  11  Hare,  78. 
(10)  1  H.  &  M.  447. 
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<s^sior^*  to  white  soft-soap;  or  from  the  older  case  oXMiOingbm  v.      L.  JJ. 
-Phet  (1)^  where  persons  used  the  name  of  MiOingUm  as  part  of  the       1872 
mark  npon  some  steel ;  or  from  the  case,  in  Ireland^  of  Kindlum  t.       fobd 
SoUon  (2},  with  respect  to  the  tise  of  the  initials  ^L.  L.**  in  **Kitu^ 
han*B  L.  L.  WkiUsy^  which  the  Defendant  endeavonred  to  invade  by 
oalliiig  his  whisky  '<  BdHUnCt  L.  L.  WhUhyr    The  Plaintiff  makes 
this  jprifnA  Ja/de  case — ^that  he  has  a  plain  trade  mark,  a  material 
and  sabef^azitial  part  of  which  has  been  taken  by  the  Defendants. 
Then  tho    onus  is,  under  those  cirodmstanoes^  cast  upon  the  De^ 
f endants    \ifQ  relieve  themselres  from  that  pHma  facie  liability* 
Their  defence  consists  in  substance  of  two  parts.    One  is  that  the 
word  ^E^gireka^  had  become  pMiei  jtira— that  it  had  ceased,  in 
£g^,toh^  part  of  the  Plaintiff's  trade  marl^  or  essential  to  any  trade 
2j^ark;  tl:&At  it  had  become  a  word  like  ''Wellington"  as  apjdied  to 
I^QOts,  descriptive,  not  of  the  Plaintiff's  shirts,  bat  descriptiye  of  a 
f  onx^  of   shirt,  and  that  it  was  known  in  the  market  and  to  all 
the  pnblio  as  t^  name  and  description  of  tiiat  particular  fdmu 

jN^^oWy  ixi  considering  the  qnestion  as  to  whether  or  not  it  is 
.gMbii^  f^r%Bj  I  think  it  is  important  to  regard  a  litfle  the  history 
^^^  chroiiology  of  the  case.    [His  Lordship  then  referred  to  the 
^dence    the  effect  of  which  is  stated  above,  particularly  to  the 
^^davits    of  Mr.  WaUan  and  Mr.  Hoffff,  and  continued :~]    It 
^^pears  to  me  to  be  clearly  made  out  that,  at  the  time  when  one 
^f  the  Defendants'  shirts  was  sent  to  McJfdyrB,  Eogg^  4b  Co.  by 
^l^e  Defendants,  and  shirts  were  made  by  Melntyre,  Bogg^  &  Co, 
£oT  them  of  the  Ewreka  shape^  and  np  to  that  time,  there  was  not 
^ity  ^1^  of  the  word  *^Ewrdca*^  as  applied  to  shirts  in  any  sense 
whatever  in  the  market    There  was,  during  an  mterral— I  think 
faring  one  year,  the  year  1854 — a  relation  of  the  Plaintiff  of  the 
nasne  of  Ford^  who  seems  to  hare  sold  shirts  (it  does  not  appear 
.^bether  they  were  marked  or  not)  as  **  ForiCs  Eureka  Bhirt$,"  and 
l^e  ^*«  not,  apparentiy,  interfered  with  by  the  Plaintiff.    That 
jja^oYer,  did  not  last  for  more  than  a  year,  and  whateyer  wound 
^bat  might  have  inflicted  upon  the  Plaintiff's  property,  it  appears 
.|^  me  that  must  be  considered  to  have  been  entirely  healed  long 
l^fore  this  ttansaction  of  the  Defendants'  took  place.    With  the 
^%o^^^oji  of  that,  so  far  ^  ^^^  eyidence  goes,  it  appears  that 

(1)  3  My.  &  Cr.  888.  (2)  15  Ir.  Cli,  Hep.  76. 


■a:  1 


624 


ill: 


-,! 


,  ! 


<  I 
'  t 


W 


<    4 


•    J 


L.JJ. 
1872 

Ford 

F06TEB. 


GHANGEBT  APPEALS. 


[L-B. 


uot  a  single  Bhirt  had  eyer  been  adyertisedi  or  marked  in  such 
a  way  as  to  get  into  the  hands  of  the  public,  with  the  name 
^^EurekaJ*  It  is  in  evidence  that  the  shape  itself  became  from  the 
•first  yerjr  popular,  and  that  a  great  number  of  persons  used  the 
shape,  as  they  lawfully  might;  and  to  some  extent  it  appears 
that,  as  between  the  shirt-maker  and  his  cutters,  as  between 
persons  engaged  in  the  trade,  with  regard  to  whom  the  use  of 
the  word  would  not  be  calculated  to  deceive,  the  word  '^  Eurdut  "^ 
was  used.  A  man  might  say,  ^  I  want  one  hundred  dozen  Eurekag^ 
or  he  might  say,  '^  I  want  one  hundred  dozen  Farda^ — that  is  to 
say,  between  them  that  signified  so  many  dozen  shirts  made  afker 
the  pattern  of  Mr.  Fordz  shirts,  which  was  perfectly  lawful ;  but 
at  the  time  when  the  Defendants  began  their  operations  it  does 
not  appear  tome  that  there  was  any  use  of  the  word  ^'  Eureka  ^  as 
between  any  seller  and  any  ordinary  buyer,  or  that  there  was 
anything  whatever  which  tended  to  shew  that  the  word  ^'  'Eureka  " 
meant  at  that  time  anything  but  the  shirt  manufoctured  by  the 
Plaintiff  himself.  That  was^  in  my  judgment^  the  state  of  things 
at  the  time  when  the  piracy  by  the  Defendants  b^an;  and  I 
think  it  is  to  be  lamented  that  Mr.  Walton  and  Mr.  Ebffff  did  what 
they  did-1— that  is  to  say,  used  the  word  Eureka,  and  stamped  that 
word  in  exactly  the  same  place  as  that  in  which  the  Plaintiff 
placed  his  trade  mark.  They  did  that  apparently  with  an  un- 
consciousness— as  they  natvdy  disclose  in  their  evidence — ^that  it 
was  a  most  improper  attempt  to  obtain  the  benefit  of  the  reputa- 
tion which  Mr.  Ford  had  acquired  for  his  shirts  by  the  merit  of 
the  manufacture  itself,  and  by  his  persistent  and  expensive  adver- 
tisement of  it  in  all  parts  of  the  kingdom.  At  all  events  it  was, 
in  my  judgment,  a  most  improper  violation  of  the  Plaintiff's  right 
at  that  time,  and  if  the  Plaintiff  bad  then  discovered  it,  and 
had  then  filed  his  bill  to  restrain  the  use  of  that  word  '^  Eureka " 
by  the  Defendants,  he  must  have  succeeded  in  his  suit  Then 
what  has  occurred  since  ?  A  great  deal  of  evidence  has  been 
given  as  to  the  common  use  of  the  word  ^^Eureka"";  but  if  we 
eliminate  from  that  mass  the  evidence  of  the  use  of  the  word 
which  is  to  be  traced  directly  to  the  operations  of  the  Defendants 
themselves — ^the  use  of  it  by  the  persons  who  are  the  shopkeepers 
who  have  bought  from  the  Defendants,  the  use  of  it  by  shippers 
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^^^o  have  bought  from  the  Defendants  for  the  purpose  of  shipping       l.  jj. 
^^  the  colonies,  where  the  Eureka  shirts  seem  to  be  in  request — it        is72 
appears  to  me  that  the  evidence  of  the'  use  of  the  word  pvhlioi        J^j^ 
J^Tis  is    reduced  to  a  very  small  amount  indeed.    It  is  not  to  be  ^« 

overioolced  that,  with  the  single  exception  of  Stroud^  who  for  the         * 

last  yGSLT  or  two  is  proved  to  have  put  over  his  door  ^  StroucTa 
IkiTekc^     JShirts"  where  the   evident  intention  to  distinguish  his 
shirts    £roi3i  Fcrd^s  Eureka  Shirts  might,  perhaps,  have  made  it 
Ai&cvLLt^     tx)  interfere  with  him,  there  is  no  evidence  that  in  the 
^hole  of    Jjondon  there  has  been  any  use  of  the  word  *'  Eureka  "  in 
ncl^  ek  ^wc^y  as  to  affect  the  question  before  us  by  any  person  what* 
^  e^cs^pt  the  Defendants.     It  has  been  said  that  one  murder 
^     -i^e^   c^   villain  and  millions  a  hero ;  but  I  think  it  would  hardly 
^    w>  CLOt;  on  that  principle  in  such  matters  as  this,  and  to  say  that 
^        ^Tf^Xj&nX  of  a  man's  piratical  invasions  of  his  neighbour's  rights 
^  j^p  ooTivert  his  piracy  into  a  lawful  trade.    That  ground  of  de- 
^^     c^»  tJierefore,  in  my  judgment,  fails. 

^^  f^Xxe  next  and  more  difficult  point,  in  my  judgment,  is  that  which 
^\early  proved  in  this  case,  that  the  Plaintiff  himself  has  been 
^      ^ilty  of  misrepresentation  with  respect  to  his  trade,  not  indeed  in 


^^e  trade  mark  itself  nor  in  the  manufacture,  but  by  several  col- 
l3.texal  representations.  He  has  by  advertisements,  extending 
^^et  the  year  1864,  in  several  publications^  and,  which  is  more 
Ijjiportant,  in  every  invoice,  which  he  gave  to  every  purchaser, 
foT  several  years  described  himself  as  patentee  of  this  shirt.  That 
^s  to  say,  he  has  represented  that  in  addition  to  the  protection  of 
f^ho  trade  mark,  his  article  is  protected  by  patent. 

7here  have  been  several  cases  in  this  Court  in  which  that  mis- 
representation has  been  held  to  be  to  some  extent  fatal  to  a  Plain- 
±tf£*s   ^^®*      ^^   Pidding  v.  Eow  (1),  the  case  of  the  Bowqua 
jifiigt'ure,  in  Perry  v.  TruefiM  (2),  which  was  the  case  of  the  Mexican 
ff^rrif  in  Flavel  v.  Harrteon  (3),  which  was  the  case  of  a  patent 
^itobener,  and  in  the  Leather  Cloth  Company  v.  Ameriean  Leather 
j^olh  Company  (4),  the  Judges  held  that  the  misrepresentation 
JM    barred  the  Plaintiff  from  the  relief  which  he  then  sought.    But 
-n/Tr   Jji^^^  ^*®  drawn  our  attention  to  this  important  consideration, 

(1)  8  Sim.  477.  (3)  10  Hare,  467. 

(2)  6  Beav.  66.  W  H  H.  L.  0.  528. 
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that  in  most  of  these  cases  the  fraud  was  in  the  trade  mark  itself,  and 
further,  that  in  the  cases  of  Pidding  v.  How  (1),  Perry  v.  TrusfiU  {2\ 
and  Fhvd  v.  Ea/rriaon  (3),  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  and  the  Yice- 
Chancellor  Wooi^  the  present  Lord  Chancellor,  thought  that  the 
proper  course  to  pursue  was  to  retain  the  bill  for  a  year,  with 
liberty  to  the  PlaintifiF  to  bring  such  action  as  he  might  be  advised, 
thereby  implying,  as  it  seems  to  me,  that  if  he  succeeded  in  his 
action  he  would  come  back  to  this  Court  and  be  entitled  to  the 
injunction,  which  would  be  the  ancillary  remedy  which  this  Court 
gives  for  the  further  protection  of  his  legal  right.  That  course  is 
not^open  to  us  now.  We  are  obliged  to  determine  both  the  l^al 
right  and  to  apply  the  equitable  riamedy  which  is  the  result  of 
that  legal  right. 

Now  in  this  particular  ease  I  am  satisfied,  for  reasons  whidi  the 
Lord  Justice  MeUiah  will  go  into  more  fully  than  is  necessary  for 
me  to  do,  that  this  collateral  misrepresentation  of  the  article  being 
protected  by  patent  would  be  no  defence  at  law,  and  we  are  satis- 
fied that  we  ought  to  determine  the  legal  right  in  his  favour ;  and 
the  legal  right  being  so  determined  in  his  favour,  we  think  he  then 
sin  the  same  position  as  if  in  the  cases  which  I  have  referred  to  he 
had  gone  to  law  and  had  succeeded  in  the  action.  I  am  of  opinion, 
therefore,  that  having  determined  the  legal  right  which  he  has 
established  to  be  in  him  he  is  entitied  to  the  ancillary  equitable 
remedy,  that  he  is  entitied  to  an  injunction,  very  much  in  the  same 
terms  as  that  which  was  granted  in  MiUinfftan  v.  Fax  (4),  an  in- 
junc^tion  to  restrain  the  Defendants  from  using  the  word  '^  Ewrdoa^' 
or  any  other  part  of  the  trade  mark  of  the  Plaintiff  to  any  shirts 
manufEu^tured  by  them,  or  to  any  shirts  sold  by  them,  unless  such 
shirts  were  manu&ctured  by  the  Plaintiff,  and  from  issuing  boxes, 
cards,  or  labels  on  which  the  mark  ^<  Eurtka  "  shall  be  applied  to 
shirts  not  of  the  Plaintiffs  manufacture.  I  do  not  think  it  right  to 
extend  the  injunction  to  price  lists  or  trade  circulars,  or  other 
advertisements,  of  that  kind,  because  the  fraud  that  is  committed 
is  a  fraud  that  is  committed  with  respect  to  the  ultimate  pur- 
chaser. The  trade  circulars  and  the  price  lists  are  things  between 
the  Defendants  or  the  manufacturers  and  the  shopkeepers  or 


(1)  8  Sim  477. 

(2)  6  Beav.  66. 


(3)  10  Hare,  467. 

(4)  3  My.  &  Cr.  338. 
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other  deakrs,  who  are  not  deceived  by  them,  and  what  is  im- 
portant is,  not  to  restrain  the  parties,  who  know  exactly  what 
-they  are  dealing  in  and  what  they  are  talking  about,  from  the  nse 
of  the  word  «  EurekoT  which  they  may  fairly  and  honestly  use  to 
describe  the  thing  or  shape  itself,  but  from  their  doing  that  in  ^^H^ 
such  a  way  as  to  induce  an  nnwary  or  ignorant  purchaser  to 
l>elieve  that  the  thing  he  is  getting  is  the  article  manufiictured  j 

and  advertised  by  the  Plaintiff.  I 

The  question  remains  as  to  what  ought  to  be  done  with  respect  ' 

to  the  account.  Having  regard  to  the  fact  that  we  are  estabhshing 
a  legal  right,  that  we  are  also  giving  an  equitable  nemedy  ancillary 
to  and  consequent  upon  that  legal  right,  and  having  regard  to  the 
fact  that  the  Plaintiff  did  certainly  make  a  misrepresentation, 
yvhich  he  was  not  justified  in  makmg,  in  his  advertisetoents  and  . 
inToices,  and  also  to  the  fact  that  the  Plaintiff  seente  to  have  been 
not  very  vigilant  in  endeavouring  to  ascertain  who  were  interfering 
with  his  trade  mark,  and  having  regard  also  to  the  probability  '  ! 

that  the  extent  of  the  trade  of  the  Drfendants  would  by  no  means 
bo  a  measure  of  the  injury  done  to  the  Plaintiff  himself-  because 
the  Plaintiff  does  not  appear  to  have  anything  like  the  extent  of 
the  trade  of  the  Defendants ;  having  regard  to  all  these  circum- 
stances, we  are  of  opinion  that  the  account  should  not  be  earlier  ^ 
than  the  filing  of  the  bill.  The  Plaintiff  will  therefore  be  declared  ^  i 
to  be  entitled  to  the  ordinary  account  £rom  the  filing  of  the  bill                                 ^ 

*with  the  costs  of  the  suit  !. 

t 

Sib  Gr.  Melush,  L.J.:—  j 

• 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    When  this  case  was  before  Lord  1 

Justice  Giffard,  on  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  with  respect  to  the  J 

motion  for  injunction,  he  said :  "  There  are  two  very  serious  ques-  * 

tions  for  decision  at  the  hearing ;  the  one  is,  whether  the  evidence  ^ 

^3^^^  be  brought  to  such  a  point  as  to  make  out  that  'Eureka'  is  '\ 

^y^^OfUci  Jw^'  •  •  .  The  other  very  serious  question  is,  whether  the 
plaSntiS  is  or  is  not  precluded  from  suing  by  reason  of  his  having 
described  himself  in  his  invoices  to  a  very  considerable  extent  a^ 
patentee  of  *  Ford^s  Eureka  BhirU;  when  in  feet  he  is  not  th^ 
dtent^  of  those  shirts." 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Lord  Justice  Oiffard,  in  those  ear 
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pressions,  very  correctly  described  the  two  questions  which  have 
to  be  decided  in  this  case ;  and  I  think  the  mode  in  which  he  ex- 
pressed himself  as  to  the  word  '^  Ewreka  "  proves  that  he  did  not 
concur  in  the  opinion  which  the  yice-Chancellor  has  giyen,  Uiat 
because  Mr.  Ford  always  put  his  own  name  before  the  word 
'*  Eureka,**  therefore  he  could  not  be  entitled  to  the  word  "  Eureka  " 
as  his  trade  mark,  and  that  he  could  have  no  protection  against 
anybody  who  used  it  unless  that  person  also  used  the  name  of 
Ford.  For  the  reasons  given  by  the  Lord  Justice  James,  which  I 
do  not  repeat,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  originally,  at  any  rate, 
the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  be  protected  against  the  use  of  the 
word  **  Eureka "  by  the  shirt-makers  as  a  violation  of  his  trade 
mark. 

Then  the  question  is,  has  it  become  ptMiei juris?  And  there 
is  no  doubt,  I  think,  that  a  word  which  was  originally  a  irsAe 
mark,  to  the  exclusive  use  of  which  a  particular  trader,  or  his 
successors  in  trade,  may  have  been  entitled,  may  subsequently 
become  publiei  juris,  as  in  the  case  which  has  been  cited  of 
Harvey^s  Sauce.  It  was  admitted  that,  although  that  originally 
had  been  the  name  of  a  sauce  made  by  a  particular  individual,  it 
had  become  putlici  juris,  and  that  all  the  world  were  entitled  to 
call  the  sauce  they  made  Harvey's  Sauce  if  they  pleased.  Then 
what  is  the  test  by  which  a  decision  is  to  be  arrived  at  whether  a 
word  which  was  originally  a  trade  mark  has  become pMici  jurisl 
I  think  the  test  must  be,  whether  the  use  of  it  by  other  persons  is 
still  calculated  to  deceive  the  public,  whether  it  may  still  have  the 
effect  of  inducing  the  public  to  buy  goods  not  made  by  the  original 
owner  of  the  trade  mark  as  if  they  were  his  goods.  If  the  mark 
has  come  to  be  so  public  and  in  such  universal  use  that  nobody 
can  be  deceived  by  the  use  of  it,  and  can  be  induced  from  the  use 
of  it  to  believe  that  he  is  buying  the  goods  of  the  original  trader, 
it  appears  to  me,  however  hard  to  some  extent  it  may  appear  on 
the  trader,  yet  practically,  as  the  right  to  a  trade  mark  is  simply  a 
right  to  prevent  the  trader  from  being  cheated  by  other  persons' 
goods  being  sold  as  his  goods  through  the  fraudulent  use  of  the 
^rade  mark,  the  right  to  the  trade  mark  must  be  gone. 

Therefore  I  have  examined  the  evidence  in  this  case  for  the 
purpose  of  determining  whether  the  use  of  the  word  ^'  Eureka  "  has 
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become  publici  juris  in   that  sense,  and  I  have  come  to  the  con-       i^  jj 
clasion  upon  the  whole,  that  as  between  the  wholesale  dealer  and        I872 
the  retail  dealer  it  has  to  this  extent  become  2H<i/«ctyt«m,  that  by 
the  use  of  it  in  the  trade  circulars,  which  are  issued  only  to  retail 

dealers,  or  by  the  shirts   being  invoiced  by  the  wholesale  dealers       

**  Eureka  Shirts,'*  no  retail  dealer  would  be  likely  to  be  deceived  or  I 

to  buy  shirts  which  ^v^ere  not  made  by  Ford  believing  they  were 

Ford^s  shirts.      But  I    have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  a  very 

considerable    portion     of  the  public,  who  buy  the  shirts  for  the 

purpose  of  wearing  tl3.em,  are  still  very  liable  to  be  deceived  by 

the  use  of  the  word      "  Eureka "  as  a  mark  on  the  shirt  itself, 

particularly  when  it   is  affixed  in  the  very  place  where  Mr.  Fwd 

has  been  accustome<l    to  place  his  mark.     And  the  reason  why  I 

come  to  that  condasion  is  principally  this :  Mr.  Ford  is  the  only 

person  who  has  ever    advertised  these  shirts  as  •'  Ewreha  "  shirts, 

and  who  has  ever  advertised  that  he  marks  them  in  that  particular 

place.    There  is  evidence  that,  to  a  very  large  extent,  indeed  for  a 

series  of  years,  Mr.  Ford  has  advertised  that  he  marks  his  shirts  in 

»  particular  part  of  them,  and  that  none  of  them,  except  those  that 

are  marked  "  J'orcTs  EureJca  Shirts  "  are  genuine. 

Then,  no  doubt,  it  is  said  that  he  has  always  put  ''Ford's  Eureka 

Shirty'  and  that  would  prevent  the  public  being  deceived.    1 

cannot  think  that  that  would  be  its  practical  effect.    It  is  qnite 

ol>viouB  that,  although  he  puts  the  word  "  Ford  "  to  it  for  the  purpose 

of  inducing  people  to  come  to  hun,  yet  a  very  large  number  of 

persons  who  read  these  advertisements  would  be  attracted  by  and 

vould  remember  the  word  ''Eureka''  who  would  wholly  forget  the 

,^^rd  ^'Ford'"    And  persons  who  had  been  accustomed  to  buy 

these   fiWrts  marked  "  Ford^s  Eureka  ShiHr  ^nd  persons  who  had 

Y^^Btx  accustomed  to  read  his  advertisement  and  see  that  the  shirts 

^ere  extensively  advertised  as  "Ford's  Eureka  Shirts''  when  they 

axne  and  saw  in  a  shop,  either  in  this  country  or  in  the  colonies, 

^  axked  as  the  Defendants'  shirts  are  marked,  •'  The  Eureka  ShiH/"" 

^ey  would  not  necessarily  remember  the  name  of  Ford,  but  they 

uld  8UPP<>^  *^**  ^^^  ^^^  *^®  advertised  shirts  which  had 

Stained  such  celebrity.     There  can  be  no  doubt  that  there  are 

^  any  f^^^^  ^^^'  ^  *^®^®  ^^^  ^^  difference  as  regards  the  fit  of 

^^  />  sbit^.  would  prefer  buying  a  shirt  from  the  original  maker 
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and  the  word  ^  Eureka**  marked  upon  a  shirt  would  be  calculated 
to  make  such  persons  believe  that  it  was  made  by  the  man  who 
originally  found  out  and  advertised  the  "  Eureka."  I  am,  there- 
fore, of  opinion  on  the  first  point  that  the  trade  mark  has  not 
been  made  so  publici  juris  as  to  debar  the  Plaintiff  from  maintain- 
ing his  suit 

Then  comes  the  second  question,  as  to  whether  he  is  piev^ited 
from  having  any  relief  in  this  Court  on  account  of  the  misrepre- 
sentation he  has  made^  partly,  although  not  very  extensively,  by 
public  advertisements,  and  to  a  very  great  extent  by  his  tnll 
heads,  that  this  was  a  patented  article,  when  in  truth  it  is  not. 
Now  it  becomes  necessary  on  this  part  of  the  case  to  consider 
first  whether  an  action  at  law  would  lie  in  this  case ;  and  secondly, 
if  an  action  at  law  would  lie,  whether  the  Plaintiff  ought  to  have 
any  relief  in  equity. 

In  the  first  place  it  is  quite  clear  that  this  is  not  like  the  case  of 
MiUinffbm  v.  Fox  (1),  where  the  Defendant  was  a  totally  innoc^it 
person,  and  where  no  action  at  law  would  Ke,  because  the  Defen- 
dant was  not  guilty  of  wilfully  taking  the  Plaintiff's  mark.  This 
is  a  case  which  is  exactly  like  8yhes  v.  Sykee  (2),  which  is  abrays 
cited  as  to  the  common  law  right  to  maintain  actions  of  this 
kind,  and  where  it  was  expressly  held,  that,  although  the  retailer 
purchasing  the  article  is  not  deceived,  yet  if  a  trade  mark  is 
put  upon  that  article  for  the  purpose  of  deceiving  the  persons  who 
purchase  from  the  retail  dealer,  an  action  at  law  will  lie.  This 
is,  in  my  opinion,  a  case  of  that  kind,  and  it  is  therefore  one  in 
which  an  action  at  lawjpnmd/ocfd  could  be  maintained. 

Then  would  it  be  a  defence  to  that  action  at  law  that  the  Plain- 
tiff has  made  false  representations  to  the  public  that  his  article 
was  patented  when  in  fact  it  was  not?  If  the  false  representation 
was  in  the  trade  mark  itself,  although  I  cannot  find  that  that  point 
has  ever  been  decided  or  raised  in  a  Court  of  Common  Law,  yet  I 
am  disposed  to  think,  and  indeed  I  have  a  pretty  dear  op&iion, 
that  if  that  question  were  raised  it  would  be  held  that  the  fact  of 
the  trade  mark  itself  containing  a  f€tlse  representation  to  the 
public  would  be  an  answer  at  law  to  an  action  brought  for  a 
deceptive  use  of  the  trade  mark  by  the  Defendant.    The  dedara- 

(1)  8  My.  &  Cr.  338.  (2)  3  B.  &  C.  541. 
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"t  ion  at  law  always  begins  by  setting  out  that  the  Plaintiff  had  nsed       L-  JJ. 
for  a  length  of  time  a  certain  particular  trade  mark,  and  that  his         ^^ 
goods  were  known  by  tliat  trade  mark,  and  it  substantially  sets        Fosd 
tip  that  by  the  user  of  that  mark,  and  his  goods  being  known  in       Foma. 
t;Iie  market  by  it,  he  has  practically  got  a  right  to  the  use  of  that         "^"^ 
xnark.     It  appears  to  me  that  it  would  come  within  the  rule  Ex 
iziT'jn  cauaa  nan  oriiur  actio  ;  that  if  the  trade  mark  contains  a  false 
irepresentation  calculated  to  deceive  the  public,  a  man  cannot  by 
tising  that,  which  is  in  itself  a  fraud,  obtain — I  do  not  say' an 
e^Lolusive  right — but  any  right  at  all.    I  may  observe  that  Sykes  v. 
Syhes  (1)  is  the  only  case  in  which  the  article  was  described  as  a 
-patent  article.    The  word  '^  patent "  was  in  the  trade  mark  :  the 
a.rticle  was  called  ''  Sykei  Taieni^**  but  in  that  case  there  had  been 
origu^ally  a  patent,  and  there  was  no  imputation  that  there  was 
3Xiy  fraud  in  the  use  of  the  word.   All  the  worldjmight  know  that 
-tlxe  patent  had  expired.    The  word  was  simply  used  as  a  descrip- 
-tion  of  the  article.    The  same  reasoning  would  apply  if  the  trade 
-was  a  fraudulent  trade.    In  that  case  also  I  have  no  doubt  that  no 
ax^tion  could  be  maintained.    In  Perry  v.  TruejUt  (2)  and  Fidding 
V.  Saiv  (3)  there  was  very  good  reason  for  supposing  that  the  trade 
itself  was  a  fraud.  The  object  of  the  trader  in  Perry  v.  TrueJUt  was 
to  sell  under  the  name  of ''  Mexican  Balm  "  some  composition  which 
never  came  from  Mexico^  but  which  was  said  to  be  composed  from 
some  wonderful  herbs  to  be  got  ouly  in  Mexico.    So  in  JPidding 
V.  -Hiwcj  there  was  evidence  that  the  object  was  to  persuade  the 
^frorld  that  the  tea  which  was  called  "  EowqwCs  Mixture  '*  was  an 
extraordinary  mixture,  made  up  by  some  great  man  in  C%t7»«,whea 
ixx  point  of  fact  it  was  made  in  England, 

It  resembled  a  case  which  I  remember  being  tried  at  YorJc^ 
'vrtere  there  was  a  question  respecting  the  sale  of  some  [Peruvian 
^iiano,  which  was  proved  to  be  a  manufacture  made  afc  Eull. 
j^  number  of  witnesses  stated  that  everybody  in  the  trade  knew 
that  Peruvian  guano,  unless  the  words  «*  Genuine  Cribhs "  were 
^dded,  meant  an  article  made  in  this  country ;  but  they  could  not 
deny  that  when  a  farmer  bought  some  to  put  on  his  fields,  he 
tbonght  he  was  buying  guano  from  Peru.  In  that  case,  the  sale 
^as  held  to  be  a  gross  fraud,  and  there  j^  ^^  doubt  that  no  right 

n)  3  B.  &  C.  541.  (2)  6  Beav,  Gft  C^)  ^  Sim.  477. 
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could  arise  out  of  it.  But  where  the  trade  is,  as  in  this  case,  a  per- 
fectly honest  trade,  and  where  the  trade  mark  is,  as  in  this  case,  a 
perfectly  honest  trade  mark,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  there  is 
no  common  law  principle  upon  which  it  is  possible  to  hold  that 
the  fact  of  the  Plaintiff  having  been  guilty  of  some  collateral 
fraud  would  be  an  answer  to  an  action.  It  would  be  impos- 
sible to  plead  at  law  as  a  justification  for  the  Defendants'  com- 
mitting the  fraud  that  the  Plaintiff  had  committed  a  fraud  on  some 
one  else.  Such  a  plea  would  be  no  answer  to  the  action.  It  is 
true  that  in  this  case  the  bills  containing  this  false  representation 
as  to  its  being  a  patented  article  are  proved  to  have  been  given 
to  the  Defendants  themselves;  but  there  is  not  the  sligh^^^t 
evidence  or  the  slightest  reason  for  supposing  that  the  Defendants 
were  ever  deceived  by  that  representation  because  they  knew  per- 
fectly well  that  there  was  no  patent  for- these  shirts.  There  would 
be  this  further  difficulty  to  be  solved  :  How  much  misrepresenta- 
tion must  be  made  to  be  an  answer  to  an  action  ?  Is  it  to  be  said 
that  if  the  Plaintiff  had  on  one  single  day  issued  an  advertisement 
containing  a  false  representation,  therefore  all  his  rights  were 
gone  ?  I  can  see  no  way  of  determining  how  far  the  misrepre- 
sentation must  extend  before  it  would  be  considered  an  answer  to 
an  action  or  a  suit. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  an  action  at  law  could  have  been 
maintained  in  this  case.  And  we  are  in  the  same  position  now  as 
if,  before  Sir  John  BoWs  Act,  which  altered  the  rule  of  this  Court, 
an  injunction  had  been  refused  with  leave  to  the  Plaintiff  to  bring 
an  action  at  law,  and  that  action  had  been  tried  and  a  verdict 
obtained  for  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  Plaintiff  were  now  before  the 
Oourt  asking  for  his  injunction.  Now,  is  the  injunction  to  be 
granted  or  not  ?  It  appears  to  me  in  this  case  that  the  injunction 
must  be  granted,  unless  it  can  be  held  that  it  is  a  case  in  which 
a  Court  of  Equity  would  grant  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 
Plaintiffs  action;  because  it  cannot  be  right,  if  the  Plaintiff  is 
allowed  to  maintain  his  action,  that  he  should  be  obliged  to  bring 
perpetual  actions  at  law  instead  of  having  his  injunction  in  this 
Court. 

The  only  question  therefore  remaining  is.  Would  a  Court  of 
Equity,  on  account  of  his  false  representations,  restrain  the  action 
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at  law  ?    I  know  of  no  authority  for  that.    On  the  contrary,  in  all       L.  JJ. 
these   cases  in  which  the  Court  has  refused  an  injunction  on  the       1872 
ground  of  misrepresentatioD,  it  has  allowed  an  action  at  law  to  be       Fou^ 
broag^bt  if  the  party  chose  to  bring  it.    All  the  authorities  tend  in      .,  ^- 
that  direction,  and  seem  to  hold  that  if  an  action  at  law  will  lie        ^— 
there  will  be  a  remedy  in  this  Court  by  injunction.     Indeed  I  do 
Dot  see  ivhat  equitable  right  the  Defendant  could  haye  to  restrain 
such  &11  action.    He  is  simply  a  person  who  has  committed  a  fraud 
himself^  and  who  has  no  equitable  right  whatever,  and  the  only 
decisioix  which  can  be  eited  as  an  authority  is  the  Leather  Cloth 
CkmptsLWf  y.  Ameriean  Lecdher  Olalh  Company  (1),  where,  no  doubt, 
Liord   TVea&ury  and  Lord  Kingadown  appear  to  say  that  fiUse  repre-  j 

sentat^ioiis  of  this  kind  might  be  an  answer  to  a  suit  in  equity. 
Sut  tJnat  was  plainly  a  case  where  the  misrepresentation  was  in 
the  trade  mark  or  label  itself  and  I  haye  carefully  read  through 
the  jvidgments  of  Lord  Kingedown  and  Lord   Weetbury,  and  it 
appeckxs  to  me  that  they  had  simply  that  question  before  them, 
and  tJiey  had  not  at  all  present  to  their  minds  the  question  which 
^e  Ka^e  to  decide,  namely,  whether  a  collateral  misrepresentation 
^ould  be  an  answer  to  an  action  at  law ;  and  if  it  be  not  an  answer 
to  an  action  at  law  whether  it  could  be  an  answer  to  a  suit  in  equity. 
X  have  therefore  come  to  the  conclusion,  on  the  second  ground 
also,  tliat  it  constitutes  no  reason  why  the  Plaintiff  should  not 
mainteun  a  suit  in  this  Court 

I  entirely  agree  in  what  has  been  said  by  the  Lord  Justice  that 
haying  regard  to  the  fact  that  the  Plaintiff  has  to  a  certain  extent 
slept  on  his  rights,  and  haying  regard  to  the  misrepresentation 
which  he  has  made,  he  is  not  entitled  to  what  is  the  peculiar 
remedy  of  this  Court,  and  which  can  only  be  got  in  equity, 
namely,  an  account  for  the  last  six  years  preyiously  to  the  filing  of 
the  bill  of  the  profits  made  by  the  sale  of  shirts  by  the  Defendants 
with  his  trade  mark  upon  them.     If  this  action  had  been  tried 
before  a  jury  I  am  quite  confident  that  upon  this  eyidence  he 
would  only  haye  recoyered  405.  damages.     There  is  no  eyidence 
of  specific  loss,  and  therefore  a  Court  of  Law  would  haye  looked 
cpon  it  as  an  action  brought  to  try  the  right,  and  the  Plaintiff 
^ould  only  haye  recoyered  nominal  damages ;  and  I  think  that  he 

(1)  11  H.  L.  0. 523. 


\ 


I 


I 


i 


634 


CHANOEBT  APPEALS. 


[LB. 


L.JJ, 
1872 


Ford 

V. 

FOBTER. 


is  not  entitled  to  any  account  which  would  enable  him  to  recover 
sums  in  equity  which  he  could  not  have  recovered  at  law. 

Sib  W.  M,  James,  L  J. : — 

The  form  of  the  injunction  will  be  ^'  to  restrain  the  Defendanid 
from  applying  the  mark  or  title  of  ^  Evreka '  to  any  shirts  manu- 
factured by  them  or  to  any  shirts  sold  by  them,  unless  manufactoied 
by  the  Plaintiffs,  and  from  selling  any  shirts  already  marked  with 
the  mark  and  title  *  Eureka^  unless  such  mark  or  title  has  been 
applied  with  the  sanction  of  the  Plaintiff;  and  from  issuing  any 
boxes  or  packages  on  which  the  mark  or  title  of  ^Ewreka^  shall  be 
applied  to  shirts  not  of  the  Plaintiff's  manufacture;  and  from 
affixing  or  using  any  label  or  card  or  other  mark  containing  the 
word  *  Eureka '  to  or  upon  any  shirts  not  of  the  Plaintiff's  mann- 
facture."  That  leaves  them  at  liberty  to  advertise  the  name  as 
between  themselves  and  the  trade ;  and  then  there  will  be  an 
account  as  prayed  in  the  bill,  but  limited  to  the  period  since  the 
filing  of  the  bill. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  Edmanda  dt  Mayhew. 
•    Solicitors  for  the  Defendants :  Messrs.  Phelps  &  Sidgmch. 
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June  12.  Practice — Revivor — Death  of  Sole  Plaintiff  after  Decree — Order  to  proceed 
without  Representative  of  Flaintiff-^IB  &  16  Vict,  c  86,  ».  44 

A  tenant  for  life,  the  sole  Plaintiff  iu  an  administration  snit^  died  after 
decree,  an  arrear  of  income  remaining  due  to  him.  He  left  a  will,  appointing 
an  executor ;  but  the  executor  died  without  proving  the  will. 

The  Courts  on  the  application  of  one^  of  the  Defendants,  made  an  order  to 
revive  the  suit  against  the  other  Defendants,  without  any  representative  of 
the  original  Plaintiff,  but  without  prejudice  to  any  application  by  a  persoDiil 
representative  of  the  original  Plaintiff  to  intervene. 

In  this  case  the  bill  was  filed  by  a  tenant  for  life,  as  sole  Plaintiff, 
against  the  executors  and  residuary  legatees  of  a  testator,  for  the 
administration  of  his  estate.    The  common  decree  fgr  adminis- 
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-traiiion    'WBS  made  in  1866,  under  which  the  acoonnts  had  been      ujj, 
takexi.      3eibre  the   certificate  of  the  Chief  Clerk  was  signed  the       i872 
I^laiatiff  aied,  having  by  his  wiU  appointed  /.  B.  Black  his  exe-    hj^amd 
utor.      Slack  did   »ot  prove  the  will ;    and  in  November,  1871, 
T    Tbun^,  ^frho  was  one  of  the  residuary  legatees,  obtained  an  order 
f '  xn    the    Master   of  the  Bolls,  under   the  44th  section  of  the 
r^haneery  Jmpravem^ni  Act,  appointing  Blaek  representative  of  the 
-    •ntiflfs  estate  for  the  purpose  of  the  suit,  and  reviving  the  suit 
'list  the  other  ]>efendants  and  Blaek. 
^^  "Before   th©  order  was  drawn  up,  it  was  ascertained  that  Blaek 
j\  i^3rfl  a  few  days  before  the  application  was  made ;  and  as  no  person 
Ir  out  adn^i^^^^**^^^  to  the  estate  of  the  Plaintiff,  Young  made 
^^^      h  appli^*^^^    *^  *^®  Master  of  the  Eolls  to  appoint  the 
^  1  •   'tor  of  the  soitors'  fimd  to  represent  the  estate  of  the  Plaintiff 
^^  •%  ^f  Blojiiki  and  for  an  order  to  revive  the  suit 

^^  rpYie  liaster  of  the  Bolls  felt  a  difficulty  in  making  the  order, 
w>nnesied  that  the  case  might  be  mentioned  to  the  Lords 


^  irdingl 

^  *  Justices  on  behalf  of  Young.    He  referred  to  Bliss  v.  Put- 


3^^^  .-jx  .  jin'n*  iSf^ocfc  Discount  Company  v.  5rotcw  (2);  JDowi  of 
^OrTJ^  Oayf(yrd  (3),  He  stated  that  the  interest  of  the  Plaintiff 
^^y      *  A   entirely  ceased,  as  a  balance  of  income  was  due  to  his 


-LoBiws  Justices  made  the  following  order : — 

.  ^jii5  suit  do  stand  revived  at  the  suit  of  the  said  /•  Young 

^!#-  the  other  Defendants,  and  be  in  the  same  plight  and  con- 

0^eSt^^^     ^Q  same  was  in  at  the  time  of  the  abatement  thereof; 

^iti^^        -j^  suit  do  proceed  in  the  absence  of  the  personal  repre- 

*^*^     ^r  the  deceased  Plaintiff;  but  this  order  is  to  be  without 


1^-^    ilve  oi  the ,  

0ei**^    .       to  ^^  personal  representative  of  the  late  Plaintiff,  when 
X>T^y^^^^    applying  to  this  Court  for  liberty  to  intervene. 

.  Jtfessrs.  Wooiy  Street,  &  Mayter. 


co.»«***^ 


goli^i*^'^ 


^wi  Beav-  20.  (2)  Law  Rep.  8  Eq.  376. 

(1^   ^^  y    (3)  16  Bear.  661. 


t  .f 
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£b  |xirfe  FISHER     In  re  ASH. 

^c*  0^  Bankruptcy — BUI  of  Sale — Aaignment  of  all  DtUm^s  Property—Frtv* 

Advance, 

Where  a  sum  of  money  is  advaDoed  upon  the  faith  of  a  promise  by  the 
debtor  to  give  a  bill  of  sale  of  his  property,  the  sum  so  advanced  is  to  be  con- 
sidered as  advanced  upon  the  security  of  the  bill  of  sale ;  but  in  such  a  ca^e 
the  promise  must  be  an  absolute  one. 

Where  a  debtor  on  the  eve  of  bankruptcy  assigns  all  hia  property  to  a 
creditor  to  secure  a  past  debt  as  well  as  a  fre^  advance,  the  smallnfiBB  of  the 
fresh  advance,  although  not  necessarily  making  the  assignment  an  act  uf 
bankruptcy,  is  strong  evidence  that  the  advance  was  made,  not  to  enable  the 
debtor  to  continue  his  trade,  but  to  secure  the  past  debt. 

A  trader  applied  to  a  creditor,  who  had  previously  adtanced  him  £600,  for 
a  further  advance  of  £100,  which  was  accordingly  made  on  the  debtor  giring 
a  conditional  promise  that  if  he  did  not  repay  the  £100  within  ten  dap  be 
would  make  an  assignment  of  all  his  property  to  the  creditor  to  secure  both 
the  past  and  fresh  advance.  Defiault  was  made  in  payment,  and  the  assign- 
ment was  executed.  Shortly  afterwards  the  debtor  became  banknipt,  and 
the  property  was  sold  for  about  £700  : — 

Held  (reversing  the  decision  of  the  Chief  Judge  in  Bankruptcy),  that, 
having  regard  to  the  conditional  nature  of  the  promise  and  the  smallness  oi 
the  fresh  advance,  the  assignment  was  an  act  of  bankruptcy  and  void  agains: 
the  creditors. 

XHIS  was  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  ;the  Chief  Jndge  in  Bank- 
raptcy  declaring  that  a  certain  deed  of  assignment,  dated  the  27th 
of  October,  ISTl,  was  valid  against  the  trustee  of  the  bankruptov 
of  John  Ash,  and  that  certain  household  furniture  was  not  in  the 
order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt. 

John  Ash  was  formerly  in  partnership  with  U.  C.  ChriJUhs  as 
millers,  near  Newport^  in  Shropthire,  and  the  firm  having  become 
bankrupt  AaVs  household  furniture  was  purchased  by  his  brother- 
in-law,  James  FPa^,  who  permitted  Ash  and  his  family  to  have  the 
use  of  it.  The  circumstances  under  which  Ash  afterwards  executed 
the  deed  of  assignment  were  stated  in  the  affidavit  of  James  Wdb, 
the  assignee,  as  follows : — 

^  In  or  about  the  month  of  February,  1871,  the  said  /.  Ash  in- 
formed me  that  Sansbrook  MiU  would  be  to  let,  and  that  if  he 
could  take  the  same  and  recommence  business  he  would  be  able 
to  obtain  the  trade  of  the  best  customers  of  the  late  firm  of 
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CMjffUhs  it  Aehf  and  asked  me  to  lend  him  sufScient  capital  to  com-       L.  jj. 
mence  business.    I  then  had  great  confidence  in  the  said  J*.  AA,        1872 
and  for  the  sake  of  his  wife,  and  after  asking  time  to  consider  it,     Exparte 
I  consented  to  lend  him  the  money  required,  but  upon  condition      Pisheb. 
that  lie  sent  me  at  least  once  a  quarter  a  balance  sheet  shewing        2»a. 
the  trade  done  and  the  state  of  his  affairs,  and  that  I  should  have 
full  po'wer  over  him,  and  that  if  I  required  it  at  any  time  he 
ehould  assign  to  me  the  mill  and  all  his  other  effects  as  security 
for  my    money,  to  which  he  the  said  /.  Ash  agreed.    I  thereupon 
adyancsed  him  the  several  sums  next  hereinafter  mentioned." 

Tho  deponent  then  set  oat  various  sums,  amounting  in  the  whole 
to  £600,  the  last  instalment  of  which  was  advanced  on  the  2nd  of 
June,  1871 ;  and  stated  that  on  the  23rd  of  August,  1871,  he 
examxned  /.  Ath's  accounts,  when  there  appeared  a  deficiency  of 
£81  0«.  Id.,  which  on  the  11th  of  October,  1871,  was  reduced  to  | 

£63  4^.  2d.    He  then  proceeded  as  follows : — 

^  Om  the  26th  of  October,  1871,  the  said  /•  Ash  came  quite  un- 
expectedly to  my  house  at  Deptford,  and  I  saw  him  in  the  presence 
of  my  ^ife.    He  stated  that  he  bad  come  up  to  ask  me  to  let  him 
liave  some  more  money,  and  named  £300,  as  he  had  not  sufficient 
to  vrork  his  business.    My  wife  then  reminded  him  that  when  he 
first  applied  for  money  with  which  to  recommence  business  I  told 
him  that  I  could  not  advance  him  more  than  £500,  and  that  I  had 
already  lent  him  £600.    The  said  /.  Ash  then  replied  that  he  had 
oyerbought  himself;  that  the  stuff  was  in  the  mill,  and  must  be 
paid  for  on  the  following  Saturday ;  that  no  one  could  be  doing 
better  than  he  had  been  doing  for  the  last  month  or  two ;  and  that 
he  was  doing  more  trade  than  he  had  capital  for.    I  then  said  that 
I  could  not  advance  him  more,  as  I  felt  that  I  had  already  done 
more  than  I  ought  on  account  of  my  large  family.     The  said 
/.  Aah  then  said  that  he  had  plenty  of  money  due  to  him  in  the 
following  week,  and  asked  me  to  lend  him  some  to  meet  his  pay- 
ments on  the  following  Saturday,  and  he  would  repay  it   the 
following  week  as  soon  as  he  had  collected  the  money  that  would 
be  then  payable  to  him.     The  said  /.  A$h  also  offered,  as  au  in- 
ducement to  me  to  lend  him  more  money,  then  to  assign  SanArooh 
MiU  and  all  his  effects  to  me  to  secure  the  previous  advances  and 
the  amount  to  be  then  lent,  to  which  I  replied  that  if  I  did  lend 
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him  more  money  I  should  not  only  require  the  deed  offered  by 
him,  but  should  send  down  my  brother  to  look  after  my  interest ; 
but  I  still  refused  to  lend  him  more  money,  and  suggested  that  his 
creditors  would  wait  a  few  days,  and  that  he  could  give  them 
cheques  post-dated  to  agree  with  the  time  at  which  he  would  have 
money  to  meet  them ;  and  the  said  /•  Ash  then  left,  intimating 
that  he  would  act  on  my  suggestion.  On  the  next  morning,  being 
Friday,  the  27th  of  October,  1871,  to  my  great  surprise,  the49aid 
J.  Ash  again  came  to  my  house,  bringing  a  note  from  his  wife 
stating  that  he  had  OTorbought  himself,  and  asking  me  to  let  him 
have  an  over-draft  on  his  bankers  (meaning,  I  suppose,  that  I  was 
to  be  security  for  the  money  he  was  to  overdraw).  I  still  refused 
to  lend  him  any  more  money,  and  the  said  J.  Ash  again  offered  the 
assignment  before  mentioned.  I  still  objected,  and  my  wife  in- 
quired particularly  if  the  last  balance  sheet  sent  was  correct,  as  it 
shewed  a  profit  of  more  than  £15  in  one  month.  The  said  J,  AA 
repeated  twice  over  that  it  was  correct,  and  said  that  the  loss  at 
first  starting  had  arisen  through  his  buying  badly,  but  that  no  one 
could  be  doing  better  than  he  was  at  the  present  time,  and  that  if 
I  would  then  assist  him  to  get  out  of  his  temporary  difficulty  it 
should  not  occur  again.  My  wife,  being  anxious  on  behalf  of  her 
sister,  the  wife  of  the  said  J.  Ash,  then  asked,  if  I  would  lend  him 
£100  for  a  week,  if  he  would  first  go  with  me  to  my  solicitor,  Mr. 
Mead,  and  execute  the  proposed  deed,  to  which  the  said  /.  Ash 
agreed.  I,  however,  was  not  able  to  leave  my  ^business  at  that 
moment,  and  having  regard  to  the  short  time  for  which  the  further 
advance  was  to  be  made,  I  proposed  to  let  the  deed  stand  over  for 
the  few  days  for  which  the  money  was  to  be  lent,  and  that  if  it  was 
not  repaid  on  Tuesday,  the  7  th  of  November,  1871,  the  time  men- 
tioned by  the  said  J.  Ash  at  which  he  should  have  plenty  of  money, 
I  should  take  my  brother  down  to  look  after  my  interest,  and  that 
the  said  /.  Ash  should,  as  arranged  between  us,  execute  the  assign- 
ment of  the  mill  and  all  his  other  effects  to  secure  all  my  advances, 
including  the  £100  then  to  be  advanced.  To  this  the  said  J*.  Ash 
agreed,  and  I  then  handed  him  £100  in  cash. 

*'  The  said  J.  Ash  did  not  repay  to  me  on  the  said  7th  of  November, 
1871,  as  agreed,  the  said  sum  of  £100  so  advanced  by  me,  but  on 
the  morning  of  the  7th  of  November,  1871, 1  received  a  letter 


»9 


The  assignnieiit    \ra8  dated  the  27th  of  October,  1871,  and 

♦'Hereby,  i^  conaideration  of  £604  14a.  6d.  previonsly  advanced,  and 

jP^O  interest  thereon,  and  also  in  consideration  of  £100  then  lent  by 

T    Wdls  to  J.  -A«A,  the  said  /.  -4a*  assigned  the  mill  and  premises, 

*  A  all  the  stock  in  trade,  plant,  fixtures,  and  trade  debts  and  con- 

^wacts   *^  •'•  ^^^^  ^^  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  subject 

redemption  on  payment  of  the   sum   of  £724  14a.  6d.  with 

•    *   rest,  within  twenty-four  hours  after  demand.    And  the  deed 

^^    .^Allied  power  for  WeSa  to  take  immediate  possession  without 

^^^    ,  ^y  jiotice,  and  to  manage  the  business,  and  to  sell  the  mill 

^^  ,  ^ther  premises  assigned. 

^^       ^^^  stated,  in  his  examination,  that  from  the  very  beginning 

-L     transaction  he  was  anxious  to  execute  a  bill  of  sale  at  once  to 

o^  *^     j^^^  that  Wdls  said  that  if  he  gave  a  bill  of  sale  it  would 

ff^^^     -  .         jj^  other  respects  he  substantiated  the  account  given 

Ijy    '^    -^     5th  of  December  a  petition  was  presented  for  an  adju- 

^^  of  bankruptcy  against  Ash,  in  the  Staffordshire  County 

S.i<^^^^^    uder  which  he  was  adjudicated  bankrupt  on  the  15th  of 

—     -irt^  ^^        rpj^Q  property  comprised  in  the  assignment  was  after- 


Id  for  £718.    The  Judge  having  declared  that  the  deed  of 

^0X^^  ^^     t  was  void  against  the  creditors,  and  that  the  household 

0&iS^  ^^^  ^as  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt,  W^ 

^r^i^^^  f^^^  his  decree  to  the  Chief  Judge  in  Bankruptcy,  who 

Xyp^^^      A  the  opinion  of  the  Judge  of  the  County  Court,  and  dis- 
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from  him,  stating   that  he  could  not  repay  me  the  £100  as  pro-       h.  JJ. 
xxiised,  and  requesting  me  to  go  down,  as  before  agreed.    I  there-        1S72 
fore,  on  the  same   daj,  consulted  my  said  solicitor,  and  instracted     eT^Hb 
bim  to   prepare   the   assignment  so  agreed  to  be  executed.     On      Fiahkb. 
•tlie  8th  of  November,  1871, 1,  accompanied  by  my  brother  Thomas       ash! 
TTeZZs,  went  down    to    Netvpart,  when  I  informed  the  said  /.  Ash 
-that  I  had  given  instructions  for,  and  should  require  him  to  exe- 
onte  the  assignment  according  to  the  agreement  hereinbefore  set 
-forth  and  I  then  left  my  said  brother  in  possession  of  the  furniture 
o  T>nrchased  by  me  as  aforesaid,  and  instructed  him  to  watch  all 
-i-lie  chattels  and  effects  of  the  said  Jl  Ash  so  agreed  to  be  assigned 
^       me  as  aforesaid,  and  to  protect  my  interest  therein  as  afore* 


o^ 


640 


OHANOEBY  APPEALS. 


[L&. 


IXJJ. 
1872 


Ex  parte 
Fisher. 

In  re 

Ash. 


charged  the  order  on  both  points.     From  this  decision  the  trustee 
under  the  bankmptcy  appealed. 

The  question  as  to  the  furniture  turoed  entirely  on  the  effect  of 
the  eyidence,  and  it  is  not  thought  necessary  to  report  the  argu- 
ments on  that  subject. 

Mr.  De  Gex,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bagley,  for  the  Appellant : — 

The  assignment  was  clearly  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  It  is  admitted 
that,  practically,  it  comprised  the  whole  of  the  debtor's  property. 
There  was  no  agreement  for  a  bill  of  sale  when  the  first  £600  was 
advanced.  On  the  contrary,  the  creditor  declined  to  take  one, 
lest  the  debtor  should  be  "  crippled.**  The  bill  of  sale  is  not  made 
valid  by  the  fresh  advance,  for,  in  the  first  place,  it  was  not  given 
when  the  firesh  advance  was  made,  nor  was  there  any  absolute 
agreement  for  a  bill  of  sale,  but  only  a  conditional  promise  that  if 
the  money  was  not  paid  in  a  week  or  ten  days — in  other  words,  if 
the  debtor  proved  to  be  hopelessly  insolvent — ^a  bill  of  sale  was  to 
be  given.  In  the  second  place,  the  new  advance  bore  a  very  small 
proportion  to  the  sum  previously  advanced  and  to  the  value  of 
the  property.  In  order  to  support  a  bill  of  sale,  the  first  advance 
must  be  of  such  a  substantial  sum  as  would  be  likely  to  help  the 
debtor  to  recover  himself:  Oraham  v.  Chapman  (1);  Lomax  t. 
Buxton  (2) ;  Ex  parte  Cohen  (3) ;  Lacon  v.  Lifen  (4) ;  Button  r. 
CruUwea  (5). 

Mr.  BooAurgh,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Mead,  for  the  Respondent : — 

The  transaction  was  perfectly  bond  fide,  and  the  money  was  all 
expended  by  the  debtor  in  carrying  on  his  trade.  It  is  well  esta- 
blished by  the  authorities  that  where  a  bill  of  sale  of  all  a  debtor's 
property  is  given,  partly  for  a  past  debt  and  partly  to  secure  a 
fresh  advance,  it  is  not  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  provided  the  fresh 
advance  be  bond  fide  to  enable  the  debtor  to  carry  on  his  business. 
That  was  the  case  here.  The  whole  transaction  was  bond  fide,  and 
the  creditor  refused  to  make  the  fresh  advance  without  a  bill  of 
sale  covering  the  whole  debt.  It  is  true  that  the  fresh  advance 
was  small  compared  with  the  original  debt,  but  where  there  is  a 


(1)  12  C.  B.  86. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  6  0.  P.  107. 


(3)  Law  Rep.  7  Ch.  20. 

(4)  4  Giff.  75. 


(5)  1  E.  &  B.  15. 
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June  21.    Sir  Gr.  Mellish,  L.J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  as  follows  i 

This  'was  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  Chief  Judge  in  Bank- 
x^ptcy.      The  Coxwity  Court  Judge  of  Staffordshire  made  an  order 
tliat  a  deed  of  assignment  of  the  27th  of  October,  1871,  made 
l>et'W^eeii  the  banbrapt  John  Ash,  of  the  one  part,  and  one  James 
jyettSj  of  the  other  part,  was  invalid  as  against  the  trustee  and  an 
act  of  haiitr^P*<^y,  and  that  certain  household  furniture  was  in  the 
order    and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt  at  the  time  of  his  bank- 
ruptcy-    ^^^  Chief  Judge  reversed  the  order  of  the  County  Court 
Tixdg©  ^^  \}0^  points.   We  intimated  at  the  close  of  the  argument 
♦.lifitt,    i^  ^^^  opinion,  there  was  no  sufficient  evidence  that  the 
,      ,j^^gehold  furniture  was  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bank- 
^ixT>t  ^^  ^^  time  of  the  bankruptcy,  and  that  on  this  part  of  the 
^^g^  -the  order  of  the  Chief  Judge  must  be  affirmed ;  but  we  have 
.^  to  determine  whether  the  execution  of  the  bill  of  sale  was  an 
.  of  hankmptcy  on  the  part  of  the  bankrupt.   The  circumstances 
der  which  the  bill  of  sale  was  given  are  stated  in  the  affidavit  of 
f^fg%es  W^^»  and  we  are  willing  to  take  his  account  of  the  transac- 
'oo   ^^  substantially  correct.    [His  Lordship  then  read  the  para- 
^pbs  from  WeHs'  affidavit,  stated  above,  and  continued : — ] 

a?b^  account  of  the  bankrupt  substantially  agrees  with  that  of 

^       TfeUBf  but  he  states  that  the  time  given  to  him  to  repay  the 

x»  lOO  ^^  ^^  ^y®  instead  of  a  week ;  that  the  £100  was  applied 

-       .paying  the  debts  of  three  creditors ;  that  he  asked  Wdls  from 

^^   %rery  &**  ^^7  ^®  commenced  advancing  him  money  to  take  an 

j:,aw  Bep.  2  Ex.  304 ;  Ibid.  8  Ex.  (2)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  677. 

(^^  (3)  Ibi  L  12  Eq.  598. 
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rxiarl^ge  and  not  a  sale,  that  does  not  signify:  Mereer  v.  Peter- 

son.  (I);  Alien  v.  Bonnett  (2) ;  Ex  parte  Homan  (3).  1872 

It  18  true  that  the  execution  of  the  bill  of  sale  was  postponed     JB^T^ib 
for  a  few    days,  but  the  promise  was  absolute  that,  in  default  of      ^'^^ 
payment  at  the  eacpiration  of  that  time,  it  should  be  executed.    It        Asa 
ipvas  such    a  contract  as  the  creditor  could  have  enforced  if  the 
debtor  had  refused  -to  execute  the  assignment. 

Mr,  De  Gex,  in  roply. 
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assignment)  but  that  he  declined  to  take  one  because  the  giving  a 
bill  of  sale  would  cripple  the  bankrupts  The  bill  of  sale  was  as 
follows : — [His  Lordship  stated  the  material  parts  of  the  deed  of 
assignment,  and  continued : — 1 

It  was  admitted  that  the  bill  of  sale  was  a  oouYeyance  of  the 
whole  of  the  bankrupt's  effects.  The  property  comprised  in  the  bill 
of  sale  included  horses  and  utensils,  £230 ;  stock-in-trade  at  cost 
price,  £194 ;  book  debts,  £294 ;  making  altogether  £718.  Some 
deduction  ought  probably  to  be  made  from  the  amount  in  estima- 
ting the  real  value  of  the  property  conveyed,  but  there  was  no 
evidence  what  the  deduction  ought  to  be.  Under  the  above 
circumstances,  the  Chief  Judge  held  that  the  £100  was  hand  fide 
advanced  on  the  security  of  the  bill  of  sale,  and  that  this  was  suffi- 
cient, on  the  authority  of  recent  cases,  to  prevent  the  bill  of  sale 
being  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  We  agree  that  the  authorities  esta- 
blish, as  a  general  rule,  that  where  a  sum  of  money  is  advanced 
upon  the  faith  of  a  contract  that  a  bill  of  sale  shall  be  given,  the 
sum  so  advanced  is  to  be  treated  as  advanced  upon  the  credit  of  the 
bill  of  sale,  and  is  not  to  be  considered  as  a  past  debt,  and  also  that  an 
assignment  by  a  debtor  of  all  his  effects,  partly  as  a  security  for  a 
past  debt  and  partly  as  a  security  for  a  substantial  fresh  advance, 
is  not  necessarily  an  act  of  bankruptcy :  HuUon  v.  CruUwdl  (1) ; 
Penndl  v.  Beynolde  (2);  Lomax  v.  BwAon  (3) ;  Mercer  v.  Peier- 
eon  (4) ;  AUen  v.  Bonnett  (5).  The  present  case,  however,  appears 
to  us  to  differ  from  all  that  have  been  hitherto  decided  in  some 
very  material  particulars.  In  the  first  place,  the  dhly  sum  which 
it  was  contended  could  be  treated  as  a  fresh  advance  made  upon 
the  credit  of  the  bill  of  sale,  namely,  the  £100,  bears  a  much 
smaller  proportion  both  to  the  past  debt  and  to  the  value  oi  the 
property  conveyed  than  in  any  of  the  previous  cases ;  and  in  the 
next  place,  according  to  the  evidence,  there  was  no  absolute  pro- 
mise, at  the  time  when  the  £100  was  advanced,  that  a  bill  of  sale 
should  be  given  in  all  events,  but  only  a  conditional  promise  that 
if  the  £100  was  not  repaid  in  a  week  or  t^i  days,  then  a  bill 
of  sale  should  be  given  to  secure  both  the  £100  and  the  past  debt 


(1)  1 E.  &  B.  15. 

(2)  11  C.  B.  (N.S.)  709. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  6  C.  P.  107. 


(4)  Law  Rep.  2  Ex.  30i ;  Ibid.  3  Ex. 
104. 

(5)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  577. 


VOL.  TO.}  OHANOBBy  APPEALS.  648  | 


of  £624 ;  a^d  there  is  also  evidence  from  which  we  infer  that  it       L.  JJ. 
was  understood  between  the  bankrapt  and  Mr.  Wdb  from  the  com-        1872 
mencement  of  the  advances  that  a  bill  of  sale  was  to  be  given,  if     Exports 
required  by  Mr.  Wells,  though  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  Mr.      Fmher. 
Ash's  credit  in  the  meantime,  the  giving  of  the  bill  of  sale  was        Zm. 
purposely  postponed  until  he  was  unable  to  go  on,  and  was  in  a  state        ~"~" 
of  insolyency.    Was  then  the  £100  sufficient  in  amount  to  make 
the  advance  a  substantial  advance  ?    In  Penndl  v.  Beynolds  (1), 
which  was  the  first  case  in  which  it  was  held,  contrary  to  the 
opinion  of  Lord  Camj^beU  in  Bittterione  v.  Coohe  (2)  and  Hutton  v. 
CruHwell{3),  that  an  assignment  of  all  a;  trader's  effects,  partly  in 
security  of  a  past  debt  and  partly  for  a  fresh  advance,  was  not 
necessarily  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  it  does  not  appear  what  was  the 
amount  of  the  past  debt,  but  the  fresh  advance  was  £250,  and  the 
goods  conveyed  sold  for  £515,  and  the  Court  did  not  hold  that 
there  was  no  act  of  bankruptcy,  but  sent  the  case  down  for  a  new 
trial  on  the  ground  that  there  was  not  necessarily  ah  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy. In  Mercer  v.  Peterson  (4)  the  old  debt  was  £107  8a.  (though 
there  was  considerable  doubt  whether  it  could  be  considered  an 
old  debt),  the  fresh  advance  was  £64,  and  the  value  of  the  property 
conveyed  was  £115 ;  and  Chief  Justice  CoeJcbum  says,  **  The  simple 
question  then  is,  whether  the  sum  of  £64  can  be  considered  as  an  • 
equivalent  for  the  transfer  of  the  bankrupt's  property.     The 
effects  we  may  take  to  have  been  worth  £115,  and  even  if  the 
£64  were  the  sole  consideration,  I  think  we  should  be  justified 
in  holding  it  to  have  been  a  substantial  consideration,  sufficient  • 

to  support  the  subsequent  transaction."  In  Lomax  v.  Buxton  (5) 
the  past  debt  was  £161,  the  fresh  advance  was  £250.  It  does 
not  appear  what  was  the  value  of  the  property  conveyed;  but 
as  a  creditor  who  had  a  debt  of  £750  secured  on  the  same 
property  accepted  the  £250  in  discharge  of  his  debt,  the  property 
conveyed  could  not  have  been  of  much  greater  value.  In  Allen 
V.  Bonnett  (6)  the  past  debt  was  £450,  and  the,  present  advance 
was  £300.  It  does  not  appear  what  was  the  value  of  the  property 
conveyed;  but  more  than  seventeen  months  elapsed  before  bank- 

(1)  11  C.  B.  (N.S.)  709.  (4)  Law  Kep.  2  Ex,  304 ;    Ibid. 

(2)  6  E.  &  B.  296.  8  Ex.  104. 

(3)  I  E.  &  B.  15.  (6)  Ibid.  6  C.  P.  107. 

(6)  Law  Bep.  5  Ch.  577. 
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ruptcy  took  place,  and  the  true  ground  of  the  decision  appears  to 
have  been  that  it  was  too  late  to  rely  on  the  execntion  of  the  deed 
as  an  act  of  bankmptcyy  though  Lord  Haiherley  recognises  the 
rule  that  a  substantial  fresh  advance  will  prevent  an  assignment  of 
all  the  estate  and  effects  of  a  trader  being  an  act  of  bankruptcy. 
In  the  present  case  the  fresh  advance  is  less  than  a  sixth  of  the 
old  debty  and  not  more  than  from  a  fifth  to  a  sixth  of  the  property 
conveyed.  We  do  not^  however,  think  that  we  can  lay  down  as  a 
matter  of  law  that  the  smallness  of  the  amount  of  the  advance 
necessarily  makes  the  bill  of  sale  an  act  of  bankruptcy ;  but  we 
think  it  affords  strong  evidence  that  the  principal  object  of  the 
parties  in  the  whole  transaction  was,  not  to  enable  the  bankrupt  to 
continue  his  trade,  but  to  secure  to  Mr.  Welb  the  repayment 
of  his  past  advances. 

Then  the  other  circumstances  of  the  case  which  we  have  before 
pointed  out  are  to  be  taken  into  consideration.  It  appears  to  us 
that  Mr.  Wells  made  the  advance  of  the  £100  to  the  bankrupt, 
taking  from  him  a  promise  that  he  would  repay  it  in  a  week  or 
ten  days  as  a  test  whether  he  could  go  on  or  not  When  Mr.  Wells 
was  told  by  the  bankrupt  at  the  beginning  of  the  interview  between 
them  that  he  required  a  further  advance  of  £300,  he  must  have 
known  that  in  all  probability  a  temporary  advance  of  £100  would 
be  insufficient  for  the  purpose,  and  we  cannot  help  thinking  that 
he  limited  his  advance  to  £100,  not  because  he  thought  that  sum 
would  be  sufficient  to  enable  the  bankrupt  to  go  on,  but  because  he 
calculated  it  was  the  sum  which  the  property  to  be  assigned  to  him 
could  secure  in  addition  to  the  money  already  advanced. 

Then  we  think  we  ought  to  take  into  consideration  that  the 
promise  to  give  a  bill  of  sale  made  at  the  time  when  the 
£100  was  advanced  was  but  a  repetition  of  promises  previously 
made  that  a  bill  of  sale  should  be  given  in  time  to  save  Mr.  Wdh 
from  loss.  Although  we  do  not  dispute  the  rule  that  where  a 
sum  of  money  is  advanced  on  the  faith  of  a  promise  that  a  bill 
of  sale  shall  be  given,  such  sum  is  to  be  treated  as  a  present 
advance  on  the  security  of  a  bill  of  sale,  we  do  not  think  tliis  rule 
will  protect  transactions  where  the  giving  of  the  bill  of  sale  is 
purposely  postponed  until  the  trader  is  in  a  state  of  insolvency,  in 
order  to  prevent  the  destruction  of  his  credit,  which  would  result 
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Arom  registering  a  bill  of  sala    We  think  that  such  a  postpone- 
ment  is  evidence  of  an  intention  to  oonunit  an  actual  j&aud  against        I872 
€lie  general  creditors.    In  the  present  case  we  have  no  doubt  that 
if  Mr.  Wlelb  bad  refused  to  advance  the  further  sum  of  £100,  and 
A  bill  of  sale  of  all  the  bankrupt's  effects  had  then  been  given,  the        ^^ 
eszecation  of  the  bill  of  sale  would  have  been  an  act  of  bankruptcy, 
notwithstanding  tlie  previous  promise   of  the  bankrupt  that  he 
i^ould  giire  a  bill   o£  sale.     Then  ought  it  to  make  any  difference 
that  such  a  small    further  sum  of  £100  was  advanced  upon  a 
promise  that  it  shotild  be  repaid  in  a  week  or  ten  days,  and  that 
if  it  was  not  repaid  a  bill  of  sale  should  be  given  ?    We  are  of 
opinion  that  it  ought  not.    The  £100  was  applied  in  payment  of 
debts  previously  due  from  the  bankrupt ;  but  as  the  debt  to  Mr. 
ff^eUs  was  increased  by  £100,  the  other  creditors  obtained  no 
advantage  from  lile  payment.     It  was  argued,  no  doubt,  that  the 
advance  of  £100  was  to  enable  the  bankrupt  to  go  on  with  his 
trade,  and  that  if  he  had  been  able  to  go  on  with  his  trade,  that 
juicrlit  have  been  for  the  advantage  of  the  other  creditors ;  but  we 
Are  of  opinion  there  was  no  reasonable  probability,  and  that  both 
IvCr.  TV^^^  ^^^  i^e  bankrupt  must  have  known  there  was  no  reason- 
l>le  probability,  that  the  advance  of  £100,  to  be  repaid  in  a  week  or 
\j&tx  daysi  wonld  enable  the  bankrupt  to  go  on.    We  are  of  opinion 
♦liat  if  ^^  were  to  hold  this  bill  of  sale  to  be  valid,  we  should  practi* 
11 V  abrogate  the  rule  that  the  assignment  of  the  whole  of  a  debtor^s 
ffocts  i^  consideration  of  a  past  debt  is  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and 
Y^^^d  in  every  case  enable  a  fetvoured  creditor,  who  can  trust  his 
^^\ytoT  to  give  him  a  bill  of  sale  of  all  his  property  when  required, 
^l^tain  payment  of  his  debt  in  full  to  the  prejudice  of  the  other 
r-editois-    The  result  is,  that  so  much  of  the  order  of  the  Chief 
Tiidg^  as  relates  to  the  bill  of  sale  must  be  reversed,  and  that  so 
ucb  ^^  ^^  order  of  the  County  Court  Judge  as  declared  that  the 
^^^^  was  invalid  as  against  the  trustee  and  an  act  of  bankruptcy 
.^^t  h^  affirmed.    We  think  that  the  trustee  should  have  his 
^^  out  of  the  estate,  but  that  there  should  be  no  other  order  as 
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In  re  GENERAL  ROLLING  STOCK  COMPANY. 

JOINT  STOCK  DISCOUNT  COMPANTS  CLAIM. 
Windinff'Up — Statute  of  Limitaiums — Companies  Act^  1862,  s,  98. 

A  oompany  was  ordered  to  be  wound  up  in  February,  1865.  The  eerti- 
ficate  of  debts  and  claims  was  made  in  December,  1870;  and  in  January^ 
1871,  a  dividend  was  paid  on  the  debis  which  had  been  established.  In 
March,  1871,  the  holder  of  bills  of  exchange  to  a  large  amount,  which  had 
been  accepted  by  the  company  and  had  become  payable  in  Febmaiy,  1865,. 
gave  the  first  notice  of  his  claim  and  applied  for  leave  f6  prove,  not  disturbing 
previous  dividends.  The  proof  having  been  rejected  by  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls,  on  the  ground  that  the  debt  was  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limita-^ 
tions : — 

Held,  on  appeal,  that  by  the  Companie$  Act^  1862,  the  assets  are  made 
applicable  to  the  payment  of  all  liabilities  of  the  company  subsisting  at  the 
date  of  the  winding-up  order ;  that  from  that  time  the  Statute  of  Limitatunu 
does  not  run  against  a  creditor,  and  that  the  claimants  were  entitled  to  prove,, 
not  disturbing  former  dividends. 

XHIS  was  a  motion  by  way  of  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the 
Master  of  the  Rolla 

An  order  was  made  on  the  11th  of  February,  1865,  for  windings 
up  the  General  Bdling  Stock  Company,  Limited.  The  general 
certificate  as  to  debts  and  claims  was  made  on  the  14th  of  De- 
cember, 1870.  In  pursnance  of  an  order  dated  the  29th  of  Decem- 
ber, 1870y  the  liquidator,  in  January,  1871,  paid  to  the  creditors 
whose  debts  and  claims  had  been  admitted  by  the  certificate  a 
dividend  of  7«.  in  the  pound. 

On. the  17th  of  March,  1866,  an  order  was  made  for  winding  up 
the  Joint  Stock  Discount  Company,  Limited.  This  company  was 
the  holder  of  acceptances  of  the  BoUing  Stock  Company  for  suma 
amounting  to  £25,500,  which  fell  due  some  in  February,  1865,  and 
the  rest  at  the  beginning  of  March,  1865.  Owing  to  some  unex- 
plained omission,  no  claim  was  made  in  the  winding-up  of  the 
BoUing  Stock  Company  in  respect  of  these  bills  till  the  31st  of 
March,  1871,  when  the  liquidators  of  the  Joint  Stock  Discount  Com^ 
pcmy  sent  in  a  claim  for  £18,969  lis.  Id.,  the  balance  of  principal 
money  and  interest  due  on  the  bills  up  to  the  11th  of  Februaiy, 
1865.    The  claim  being  resisted,  the  liquidators  of  the  Joint  ISsck 
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XHMOunt  Company  obtained  an  order  for  leaye  io  go  in  and  prore 
tiieir  debt,  not  digtnrbing  any  previons  dividends.  Upon  their 
Saing  in  to  pmre,  the  liquidator  of  the  BcUing  Stock  Company  set 
up  the  SfctitUe  of  LimUaiums.  The  matter  was  adjonmed  into 
CSourt,  and  the  Master  of  the  Eolls  decided  that  the  statute  was  a 
bar  (1),  and  dismissed  the  application  with  costs.  The  liquidators 
of  the  Diacmmt  Ck^nt^wy  appealed. 

Mr.  jPVy,  Q.C.,  ctnd  Mr.  JacJnon,  for  the  appeal  motion:— 

We  submit  that;  clearly,  on  the  oonstmction  of  the  Companies 
Aetj  1862,  the  sta^tite  is  no  defence.  An  order  for  winding  np  is 
analogotiB  to  a  deeree  in  a  creditor's  suit.    The  Court  restrains  a 
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(1)  1872.    May  4.     Lobd  Boxillt» 

I    tMiik  this  caao   is  settled  by  Ex 

wMTte  Forest  (2  GiflF.  -42),  for  I  do  not  see 

2^t»  V  such  difference  l>etween  the  statute 

of  1862  and  ihe  stat^ite  of  1848  as  can 

ffect  the  case.  The  question  is  not  one 

-a-^-pending  on  a  rule  made  by  the  Court ; 

^sxiot  Uke  the  qriestion  whether  a 

holding  aecarity  could  prove 


it 


1118  'wbole  debt ;  there  the  Court  of 
l^axicery  i^  adminiatering  assets,  and 
V,     Oon**'  ®^  Bankruptcy,  each  made  a 
•uliax  rule  for  itaelf,  the  question  not 
settled  as  to  ^ther  Court  by  any 


0»e 


^\^  of  parliament.     Here  the  question 
^  depend  on  the  Act  of  Parliament. 
^'^^  .^BT  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  nor 
CyOOXt  of  Chancery  has  any  power  to 
^  rule  that  the  StahUe  of  Limiia- 
sliall  not  apply  if  by  law  it  does 
.  The  only  question  is  whether 

»^V  ^^^  jj^jch  a  vesting  of  the  assets  of 
*^^*^^jjpany  in  trust  for  the  creditors 
titx^  ^euts  the  application  of  the  Statute 
»•  'P  '^^itationa,  I  am  at  a  loss  to  find 
€if  L^cb  tnwt  The  property  is  in  the 
»txy  ^rxSt  ^*  ^  *^®  property  of  the  com- 
eOiJCip    ^^  ^Q^j^  ^^  Chancery  has  the 

p»^^     ^f  the  property  of  the  company, 
^tiBtooy  ^^^  qI  Qbanoery  confides  this 

ftO^  *»^      £  the  property  to  the  ofiicial 


liquidator;  and  it  directs  the  oflicial 
liquidator  to  proceed  in  the  name  of  the 
company ;  suing  in  the  name  of  the 
company,  defending  in  the  name  of  the 
company,  accepting  things  in  the  name 
of  the  company,  and  the  like ;  and  there 
is  nowhere  a  vesting  of  all  the  assets  for 
the  benefit  of  all  the  creditors ;  there  is 
nothing  in  the  shape  of  a  trust.    I  am 
of  opinion  that  although  the  Court  of 
Chancery  must  administer  the  assets 
according  to  certain  rules,  and  for  the 
benefit  of  the  creditors  in  the  first  in- 
stance and  the  shareholden  afterwards, 
the  Court  of  Chancery  has  no  property 
vested  in  itself,  it  does  not  hold  it  as 
a  trustee  for  anybody,  it  does  not  do 
anything  to    prevent  the  application 
of  the  Statute  of  Litnittitions.    And  I 
think  the  reason  of  the  statute  applies 
in  this  case  just  as  much  as  it  does  in 
ordinary  cases  between  the  creditor  and 
the  customer ;  its  object  being  to  prevent 
stale  demands,  and  to  make  persons 
diligent  in  the  establishment  of  their 
claims.    At  all  events,  I  think  I  am 
bound  by  decision,  as  I  see  no  acuch 
difference  between  the  Act  of  1862  and 
that  of  1848  as  can  affect  the  applica- 
bility of  the  case  to  which  1  have  re- 
ferred* 
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L,  JJ.  creditor  from  continuiiig  any  proceediog  to  eoforce  his  debt  (sect 

ign  85),  and  the  Act  itself  preclodes  his  instituting  any  prooeediiig 

^^  withoat  the  leave  of  the  Court  (sect  87).    It  cannot  have  been 

GnsBAL  intended  that  in  the  case  of  a  dear  demand  an  action  shonld  be 

BOLLINQ 

Stock       brought  merely  in  order  to  aroid  the  StahUe  of  Limitatioiu.    The 

'    property  of  the  compauy  is  ia  the  custody  of  the  Court  (sects,  92, 

■' Dwi^^  94,  95),  and  by  sect.  98  the  Court  is  to  see  the  assets  apphed  io 
discharge  of  the  liabilities  of  the  company,  which  must  mean  its 
liabilities  existing  when  it  is  ordered  to  be  wound  up.  Sect  107 
shews  the  extent  of  the  consequences  of  not  coming  forward  to 
prove  in  due  time.  Where  a  decree  is  made  in  a  creditor's  suit 
the  statute  does  not  ran  after  filing  tiie  bill :  Stenulale  v.  Sankin- 
ton  (1).  The  case  of  Ex  farU  Forest  (2)  was  under  statutes  the 
proceedings  under  which  were  in  the  nature  of  the  proceedings 
in  a  partnership  suit,  where  the  assets  are  administered  for  the 
benefit  of  the  partners,  and  not  of  the  creditors. 

Mr.  SouthffcUe,  Q.C,  and  Mr.  BuA,  for  the  liquidator  of  the 
BtMing  Stook  Company : — 

Eee  parte  Forest  is  a  case  which,  we  submit  clearly  governs  the 
present  In  one  of  the  repealed  statutes,  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  78,  &  7, 
the  liegislature  thought  it  necessary  to  provide  that  the  Statute  of 
LimUaiiotti  shonld  not  run  during  the  proceedings.  The  present 
statute  contains  no  such  provision. 


SiE  W.  M.  James,  L.J.  :— 

I  think  that  this  case  is  entirely  unprejudiced  by  the  decision  in 
Foresfs  Case  before  Yice-Cbanoellor  Stuart,  and  that  it  is  unneces- 
sary for  U3  to  consider  whether  that  decision  was  founded  on  a 
right  view  of  the  combined  operation  of  the  Acts  of  Parliament 
then  in  ibrce.  The  statute  which  governs  the  present  case  is  clear. 
The  98th  section  enacts  that,  "  As  soon  as  may  be  after  makiiig  an 
order  for  winding  up  the  company,  the  Conrt  shall  settle  a  list  of 
contribatories,  with  power  to  rectify  the  register  of  members  in  aU 
cases  where  such  rectification  is  required  in  pursoance  of  this  Act, 
and  shall  cause  the  assets  of  the  company  to  be  collected,  and 
applied  in  discbarge  of  its  liabilities."  A  duty  and  a  trust  are 
(1)  1  Sim.  393.  (2)  2  Qiff.  42. 
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-fclxus  imposed  upon  the  Court,  to  take  care  that  the  assets  of  the        L.  Jj. 
ooxxxpany  shall  be  applied  in  discharge  of  its  liabilities.    What         1872 
li£kl>ilities  ?     All  the  liabilities  of  the  company  existing  at  the  time        j^^  „ 
igwlxGXi.  the  winding-up  order  was  made   which  gives  the  right.    It      ^n^al 
a.ppeaTS  to  me  that  it  would  be  most  unjust  if  any  other  con-       Stock 

stjruction  were  put  upon  the  section.     After  a  winding-up  order        

IxsLB  been  made,  no  action  is  to  be  brought  by  a  creditor  except  by  '^^xmwt'^ 
±Yi&  special  leave  of  the  Court,  and  it  cannot  have  been  the  inten-    Cokpavy'b 

-tion  of  the  Legislature  that  special  leave  to  bring  an  action  should        

l>o  given  merely  in  order  to  get  rid  of  the  Statvie  of  LimitoUions. 
Xt  zxiiist  liave  been  intended  that  such  leave  should  be  given 
c^xkly  iz^  cases  where  the  Court  thought  that  an  action  was  the  most 
-proper  means  of  determining  the  question  as  to  the  liability  of 
t;be  company.  In  the  present  case  it  is  not  disputed  that  at  the 
tim^®  of  the  winding-up  order  the  company  was  liable  to  the 
--  j^3XT3  of  these  bills,  and  the  winding-up  order  enures  to  the 
V>enofi't  of  the  holders.  No  possible  mischief  or  inconvenience  can 
fjTom  this,  for  a  day  is  fixed  for  creditors  to  come  in  and 
CLud  the  Act  expressly  provides  that  any  creditor  who  does 
-^^  Z.  ^^rxxe  in  within  the  time  named  shall  lose  the  benefit  of  any 
'^oxid  that  has  been  paid  in  the  meantime.  No  mischief, 
^y  can  be  done  to  the  other  creditors  by  reason  of  the 
laches  of  any  creditor,  since  if  he  delays  beyond  the  proper 
Vi  o  in^st  take  his  chance  of  what  assets  he  can  find  for  pay- 
of  bis  debt,  not  disturbing  any  former  dividend. 


Cr.  iMBliLISH,  L. J. : — 

-^x  of  t^®  same  opinion.    I  think  that  the  case  is  governed  by 

o^tb  section  of  the  present  Act,  and  that  it  is  unnecessary  to 

fy^^    -^er  what  was  the  proper  construction  of  the  former  Acts.    It 

eoxx^*         ^j^q\jq\)q  the  clear  meaning  of  that  section,  that  the 

»pP        glxoold  be  applied  in  satisfaction  of  all  the  liabilities  which 

^      J  ^t  the  time  of  the  winding-up  order.    That  being  so,  I 


^^^xt^^*^  alogy  of  other  cases  where  the  assets  of  a  debtor  are  to  be 

trb^^        ,  amongst  his  creditors,  whether  in  bankruptcy  or  insolvency, 

Ai-'^^    vier  a  trust  for  creditors,  or  under  a  decree  of  the  Court  of 

or  '^'^  •     gn  administration  suit.    In  these  cases  the  rule  is 

Olxaac^*  '  8  ^  1 

Vol**  ^ 
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that  everybody  who  had  a  subsisting  claim  at  the  time  of  the 
adjudication,  the  insolvency,  the  creation  of  the  trust  for  creditors, 
or  the  administration  decree,  as  the  case  may  be,  is  entitled  to 
participate  in  the  assets,  and  that  the  Statute  of  Limitations  does 
not  run  against  this  claim,  but,  as  long  as  assets  remain  nnad- 
ministered  he  is  at  liberty  to  come  in  and  prove  his  claim,  not 
disturbing  any  former  dividend. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff :  Messrs.  Davidson^  Carr,  (&  Co. 
Solicitors  for  th^  Defendants :  Messrs.  Mackenzie^  Trinder,  d:  Co. 
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In  re    INDIA    AND    LONDON    LIFE  ASSURANCE  l.jj. 

COMPANY.  1872 


Ifovaiion  qf  Contract — Transfer  of  Business  of  Life  Insuranos  C(ympa7iy —  •'"'•^  ^* 

Acquiescence — Annuitant,  "'""' 

The  deed  of  settlement  of  the  /.  Life  Insurance  Compant/  provided  that 
in  a  certain  event  a  general  meeting  of  the  company  might  resolve  on  its 
dissolution,  and  tl^at  in  such  a  case  proper  measures  should  be  taken  for 
effecting  such  dissolution,  without  prejudice  to  the  rights  of  the  parties  thf n 
insured,  and  thereupon  the  affairs  of  the  company  should  with  all  convenient 
speed  "be  ^ound  Tip,  and  the  liabilities  of  the  company  be  satisfied  or  other- 
wise sufficiently  provided  for  by  reinvestment  or  by  transfer  to  other  existing 
and  approved  assurance  ofiBces.  In  accordance  with  this  provision  a  resolution 
yvvjs  passed  to  dissolve  the  company,  and  the  business  and  assets  were  trans- 
ferred to  the  B.  CTcmpany, 

ip^Q   petitioner",  who  had  purchased  an  annuity  on  his  life  from  the  7. 
rTompanyt  refused  to  assent  to  the  transfer  of  his  policy  to  the  E,  Company ; 
"but   lio  received    payment  of  his  annuity  from  the  E,  Company  till  it  was 
'ound  up.     He  then  presented  a  petition  to  wind  up  the  7.  Compcnu  ; — 

Jjeldy  first,  tli&t  although  the  dissolution  and  transfer  of  the  business  of  the 

r   C<^^^f^''^y  ^^'^^^  perfectly  valid,  yet  the  words  in  the  deed  of  settlement 

-Gservi^  the  riglits  of  the  parties  assured  were  conclusive  in  shewing  that 

,  ere   could  be   no  novation  of  the  contract  with  the  policy-holders  without 

-y     Ij.  consent.     Secondly,  that  the  acceptance  of  the  i^aymcnt  of  the  annuity 

r  oto  t^®  -^"  ^^''fipany  was  no  evidence  that  the  Petitioner  had  adopted  tho 

Tf*    C^omp^^y  as  his  debtors,  and  that  he  was  still  a  creditor  of  the  7.  Com- 

Order  of  Malins^  V.C.,  winding  up  the  7.  Company,  affirmed. 

was  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  Vice-chancellor  Malins  for 
.^yinding-up  of  the  India  and  London  Life  Assurance  Company, 
***   .    y^    bad  been  amalgamated   with   the    European  Assurance 

^^\^Y.^     company  was   established  in  October,   1846,  under  the 

.2txx^  7  &  8  Vict  c.  110. 
at^y^  jged  of  settlement  was  dated  the  16th  of  April,  1846.  By 
1  fi3rd  clause  it  was  proyided  that  if  one-tenth  of  the  nominal 
trt^^^  I  gbould  have  been  lost,  a  general  meeting  should  at  once 
o^P*  Y6ned  to  determine  upon  the  propriety  of  dissolving  the 
l>^  ^  and  at  such  meeting  a  majority  of  votes  present  might 

aot^P      ^^  the  dissolution  of  the  company. 
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L.  JJ.  The  164th  clause  provided  *'  that  after  a  resolution  that  a  dis- 

1872        solution  shall  take  place,  the  company  shall  cease  to  grant  any 

^^j[7«       ^^^  assurances,  and  proper  measures  for  the  purpose  of  effecting 

T^^*^  ISot  ^^  dissolution,  without  prejudice  to  the  rights  of  the  parties 

Abbubahcb    then  assured,  shall  be  taken  by  a  committee  composed  of  the 

*    directors  for  the  time  being  of  the  company  and  of  an  equal 

number  of  persons  to  be  chosen  by  the  proprietors,  and  thereupon 
the  affairs  and  concerns  of  the  company  shall,  with  all  conyenient 
speed,  be  wound  up,  and  the  debts  and  liabilities  of  and  claims  on 
the  company  be  satisfied,  repurchased,  discharged,  or  otherwise 
sufficiently  provided  for  by  investment  or  by  transfer  to  other 
existing  and  approved  assurance  offices,  or  in  such  other  manner 
and  by  such  other  means  as  may  then  be  agreed  on." 

The  Petitioner,  Colonel  DykSy  in  October,  1854,  purchased  an 
annuity  of  £275,  for  which  he  paid  £4500*  The  policy  con- 
tained the  usual  clause  that  no  director  or  other  proprietor  of  the 
company  should  be  liable  beyond  the  amounts  due  upon  their 
respective  shares.  This  annuity  was  regularly  paid  till  the  year 
1860,  when  the  company,  having  lost  one-tenth  of  their  capital, 
passed  a  resolution  to  dissolve,  and  transferred  their  business  to  the 
European  Assurance  Society  in  conformity  with  the  164th  clause. 

A  proposal  was  made  to  Colonel  Dyke  to  allow  his  contract  to 
be  transferred  to  the  European  Society,  and  to  accept  the  liability 
of  that  society  for  payment  of  the  annuity  in  lieu  of  the  India 
and  London  Company,  and  some  correspondence  took  place,  bat  in 
his  letters  Colonel  Dyke  refused  to  accede  to  such  transfer,  and 
threatened  legal  proceedings  against  the  company  for  the  purpose 
of  restraining  them  from  effecting  the  amalgamation.  These  pro- 
ceedings were,  however,  not  taken ;  and  the  Petitioner  regularly 
received  his  annuity  from  the  European  Society  from  the  year 
1860  till  April,  1871,  when  that  society  was  ordered  to  be  wound 
up.  With  the  exception  of  receiving  his  annuity,  the  Petitioner 
did  no  act  which  could  be  considered  an  act  of  acquiescence  in  the 
transfer.  < 

Colonel  Dyke  then  presented  this  Petition  for  a  winding-up 
order  against  the  India  and  London  Company.  The  Yice-Chan- 
cellor  was  of  opinion  that  the  word  '' approved"  in  the  164th 
clause  of  the  deed  of  settlement  meant  approved  by  the  person 
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-whose  righia  were  transferred,  and  that  as  the  Petitioner  had  neyer       L.  JJ. 
approvGd  of  the  Buropean  Society,  or  coofiented  to  the  transfer  of       1872 
his  contxact  to  that  society,  he  still  remained  a  creditor  of  the        j^^ 
Jndia   €iThd  London  Ocmpany.     He  accordingly  made  the  order  ^*">'^  ^ 
prayed  for.     Tlie  India  and  London  Company  appealed  from  this    Aasc 
decision.  ^ 

Mr.  Jackson  axkd  Mr.  Maonaghteny  for  the  Appellants,  contended 
that  an  ''  approved "  assurance  office  meant  an  office  to  which 
there  was  no  re&aonable  objection.  The  object  of  the  claose  was 
that  all  proper  precautions  should  be  taken,  and  then  that  the 
policy-holders  slioidd  be  bound  by  the  transfer  of  business.  Colonel 
Dyke  made  his  contract  with  notice  of  the  deed  of  settlement^ 
And  was  bound  by  its  provisions.  But,  independently  of  the  deed 
of  settleinent^  Colonel  DyTce  had  acquiesced  in  the  amalgamation. 
Se  threatened  a.t  first  to  take  proceedings  to  stop  it»  but  after?rards 
^vvithdrew  his  oppoaitiony  and  then  took  the  benefit  of  it  by  receiTing 
Kis  annuity  regijdarly  firom  the  Ewropean  Socidy.  He  had  therefore 
<iccepted  their  liability,  and  released  the  India  and  London  Com- 
^ncLtM^   They  referred  to  In  re  Waterloo  Life  AmircMee  Company  (1) ; 

2il    TB  FamXLy  Mndowmeni  Society  (2) ;  Spencer' a  Case  (3) ;  In  re 

Titnes  Lif^  Assurance  and  Charantee  Company  (4). 

IVlr.  Glasse^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  ChraJiam  Hadingn,  for  the  Petitioner, 
xiot  called  on. 


jjix.  Pe<'^f^f^y  Q*0.|  and  Mr.  Murray,  lor  the  European  Assurance 
ffocUiy* 

^.  M.  James,  L  J. : — 
T  tia^6  been  really  surprised  by  the  argument  which  has  been 
'sed  by  the  Appellants  upon  the  letters  written  by  the  Petitioner, 
^^eV  ftpP^^  to  me  to  be  conclusive  against  any  acquiescence  on 
-  t>ftrt  He  says  in  effect,  "  I  will  not  be  handed  over  to  the 
^^^  (ypeff^  I  rather  than  that  I  will  file  a  bill  against  you,**  The 
^y^  tors  reply  that  they  have  done  nothing  contrary  to  their  deed 
^^^     ttle^®^*»  a^^  ^"^1  ^®fy  ^^  to  file  a  bill.    I  feel  no  doubt 

^^  ^     ^  33  Beav.  542.  (3)  Law  Bop.  6  Ch.  «62. 

W%  liftw  Rep.  5  Ch.  118.  (4)  Ibid.  5  Ch.  881, 

y^^  3G2  1 
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li.  JJ.       that  the  Petitioner  had  no  right  to  file  a  bill  against  them,  because 

1872        they  had  not  contrayened  the  deed  of  settlement^  and  so  long  as 

In  re       his  annuity  was  paid  him  he  had  no  cause  of  complaint.    He  con- 

i^ohmi^Lot  tinned  to  receive  his  annuity  from  the  European,  which  he  had  a 

A86UKANOB    perfect  right  to  do,  and  which  any  other  man  of  common  sense 

would  have  done. 

That  brings  us  to  the  consideration  of  the  meaning  of  the  164th 
clause  of  the  settlement  It  is  not  necesscu'y  to  express  any  opinion 
on  the  meaning  of  that  clause  if  it  had  not  contained  the  words 
"  without  prejudice  to  the  rights  of  the  parties  then  assured  ;** 
although  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  the  clause  was  never  intended 
to  provide  for  a  novation  of  contract  with  the  policy-holders,  but 
was  confined  to  matters  affecting  the  shareholders.  Therefore, 
even  without  those  words,  I  should  have  had  a  di£5culty  in  seeing 
how  the  rights  of  the  Petitioner  were  affected ;  but  with  these 
qualifying  words  I  should  not  have  thought,  but  for  my  experience 
in  such  cases,  that  the  point  was  arguable.  I  am  of  opinion  thai 
the  Vice-Chancellor's  decision  was  right,  and  the  appeal  must  be 
dismissed  with  costs. 


via 


Bill 


M 


Um 


m 


iii 


Sib  G*  Mellish,  L.  J. : — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  When  a  proper  construction  is  put 
upon  the  164th  clause  there  is  very  little  difficulty  in  the  case. 
The  dissolution  is  expressly  stated  to  be  '^  without  prejudice  to  the 
rights  of  the  parties  then  assured.'*  What,  then,  are  the  rights  of 
these  assured  creditors  ?  By  the  terms  of  the  policy  the  share- 
holders were  not  to  be  liable  beyond  the  amount  due  on  their 
shares.  But  Colonel  Dyke  had  a  right  to  insist  that  if  it  wa& 
necessary  they  should  be  called  upon  to  pay  the  fuU  amount  of 
their  shares,  and  this  was  one  of  the  rights  which  were  not  to  be 
prejudiced. 

The  only  question  therefore  is,  whether  the  Petitioner  has  done 
anything  to  abandon  this  right  The  effect  of  the  corre^ndence 
seems  to  me  perfectly  clear.*  Both  parties  appear  at  first  to  have 
put  their  claims  too  high.  The  company  said,  ^'  We  can  hand  you 
over  to  the  European  Assurance  Society  without  your  consent  ;*'^ 
and  Colonel  ByTiC  said,  ^^  You  have  no  right  to  make  the  transfer 
at  all."    ;  Ultimately  both  parties  assented  to  what  appears  to  me 
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the  true  oonstraction  of  the  clause,  namely,  that  the  company  had  L  jj 

^Tightta  transFer  their  business  to  the  European,  but  that  Colonel  1872 

Z^yA^e,  If  Ixe  could  not  get  his  annuity  from  the  European,  still  re-  ^ 

tained  hia  right  to  recur  to  the  India  dmpany.    He  refused  to  In^^'Tkd 
accept   aojr  fresh    policy,  but  simply  went  to  the  European  and  "a^^^^" 

received    hia  annuity  from  them,  treating  them  as  the  hand  to  ^^°^^^- 
make  the  payment;  but  he  did  this  without  prejudice  to  his  right 
te  oome  upon  tho  India  Company  if  the  Ewopean  did  not  pay 
him. 

Solicitors  for  tike  Appellants :  Messrs.  Uptons,  Johnson  it  Co. 
Solicitors  for  the  Petitioner :  Messrs.  Bangerfidd  dt  Eraser . 
Solicitors  for    the  Eu/ropean  Society :  Messrs.  Lewis,  Munrn,  dk 


June  19. 


PRESTON  v.    COEPORATION  OF  GREAT  YARMOUTH.        l.jj. 

[1870     P.    54.]  1872 

Corporaiwn  JBonds^Bight  to  PaymerU^PaymerU  hy  Lot— Receiver. 

By  an  Act  of  Parliament,  Commissioners  were  appointed,  who  were  to 
expend  money  in  impioying  a  town ;  they  were  authorized  to  levy  rates  on 
tbo  town  and  to  borrow  money  on  the  security  of  the  rates,  giving  bonds 
for  tbe  money  ao  borrowed,  of  which  £100  at  the  least  should  be  chosen  by 
lot,  and  paid  off  every  year.  Interest  on  the  bonds  had  been  duly  paid,  and, 
except  in  two  years,  £100  had  been  paid  off  every  year,  but  above  £16,000 

j^eznained  on  the  security  of  the  bonds : — 

Held  (affirming  the  decision  of  Bacor^  V.O.),  that  holders  of  bonds  to  the 

3jr0ount  of  £800  were  not  entitled  to  immediate  payment  out  of  the  rates  or 

to  a  receiver  of  the  rates. 

"R  Y  »^  ^^*  ^^  Parliament,  50  Geo.  3,  c.  xxiii.,  the  mayor  of  Qreai 

Yi^r^y*^^^  *^^  other  persons  were  appointed  Commissioners,  and 

authorized  to  provide  for  lighting  and  paying  the  town,  and 

^^ecute  other  works  in  the  town.     And  for  the  purpose  of 

^.gjpg  money  to  answer  and  defray  the  charges  of  carrying  the 

^  isxio  execution,  the  Commissioners  were  authorized  to  assess 

A   le^  certain  rates  on  the  landlords  and  owners  of  lands  and 

^    ^ jjjjgB  in  the  town  of  Oreai  Yarmouth.    And  it  was  enacted 

^^b»*  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  to  and  for  the  ^said  Commis- 
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L.  J  J.  sioDers,  or  any  seven  or  more  of  them,  from  time  to  time  to  borrow 

1ST2  and  take  ny  at  interest  sach  sum  or  sums  of  money,  so  as  that  the 

Pbkton  81>™  borrowed  aball  not  at  any  one  time  exceed  in  the  whole  the 

*■  sum  of  £20,000,  as  they  shall  judge  necessary  for  the  several  puT' 

or  Obkat  poses  of  this  Act  upon  the  credit  of  the  said  rates,  a 


of  this  Act,  and  by  writing  under  their  hands  and  seals  to  aaeign 
all  or  any  part  of  the  said  rates,  assessments,  or  moneys  to  such 
person  or  persons  as  shall  lend  or  advance  any  money  thereon,  or 
to  his  heir,  or  their  trustee  or  trustees,  as  a  security  for  the  prtih 
cipal  money  to  be  advanced  with  legal  interest  for  the  same,  and 
the  charges  and  expenses  of  euch  assignment  thereof  (to  be  made 
as  hereinafter  mentioned),  shall  be  from  time  to  time  de&ayed  by 
the  said  Commissioners  out  of  the  moneys  so  borrowed."  And 
it  was  enacted  that  the  Commissioners  should  every  year  alter 
the  expiration  of  the  first  three  years  from  the  day  of  the  com- 
mencement of  the  Act  pay  ofif  and  discharge  the  sum  of  £100  at 
least  of  the  moneys  borrowed  on  the  credit  of  this  Act,  together 
with  the  interest  due  thereon ;  and  provision  was  made  for  chooeiog 
by  lot  in  every  year  the  security  or  securities  to  be  so  paid  off. 

The  Commissioners  borrowed  considerable  sums  of  money  under 
the  Act,  for  which  sums  they  gave  bonds  of  £100  each  in  the 
following  form : — 

"  We,  seven  of  the  Commissioners,  &c.,  in  consideration  of  the 
sum  of  £100  advanced  and  lent  by  A.  B.,  of  &c.,  upon  the  credit 
and  for  the  purposes  of  the  said  Act«  do  hereby  grant  and  assign 
unto  the  said  A.  B.,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
such  proportion  of  the  rates,  assessments,  and  moneys  to  be  raised, 
levied,  collected,  and  received  by  virtue  of  the  said  Act  as  the 
said  sum  of  £100  doth  or  shall  bear  to  the  whole  sum  which  may 
at  any  time  be  borrowed  or  become  dae  and  owing  or  be  charged 
upon  the  credit  of  the  said  rates,  assessments,  or  moneys  to  be 
had  and  holden  from  the  29th  day  of  September  last,  until  the 
said  sum  of  £100,  with  interest  at  4  per  centum  per  annam  ]  for 
the  same,  shall  be  repaid  and  satisfied." 

By  the  Publie  Sealih  SvpfUmental  Ad  for  Q-retU  Tarmouth, 
1851  (confirming  a  provisional  order  of  the  General  Boardjof 
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.Bea.lth,  under  the  PMie  Health  Ad,  1848),  the  mayor,  aldermen,        L.  J  J. 
ctzid    burgesses  of  Great  Yarmouth  were  made  the  Local  Board  of       1872 
IH.G€kltii  for  the  district,  and  the  powers  and  liabilities  of  the  Com-      pBBanov 
xnifisiouers    under  the  former  Act  were,  in  fact,  vested  in  the  QQ^ixTsom 
xxx€Ly<yr,  aldermen,  and  burgesses.  vTiSS™. 

171]ie  interest  had  been  regularly  paid  upon  the  bonds.  As  to 
-t^liio  x-epayment  of  the  principal,  it  did  not  appear  what  had  been 
d,€>xxG  before  1851 ;  but  since  1851,  except  in  two  years  (as  to  one 
of  Tvliicli  it  was  said  that  there  had  been  an  oversight),  one  £100 
l^ond  liad  been  every  year  chosen  by  lot  and  paid  off;  and  £15,150 
x^rDaJ.ri.ed.  outstanding  on  the  bonds  given  under  the  Act.  Tlie 
x'Ct'toAble  property  was  ample  for  the  payment  of  the  interest  on 
tb©  Jex 5,150. 

^ro-ongst  the  sums  borrowed  were  £500  from  one  S.  Brown,  find 
£300  firom  O.  Bateman,  both  borrowed  in  1837.  The  bonds  for 
tiieso  sums  had  been  assigned  to  Anne  Preaton,  who  died  in  1869 ; 
ancL  jTscicLC  Preston  and  C  A.  Preston,  solicitors,  of  Yarmouth,  ber 
ex:eoix"tors,  filed  the  bill  in  this  suit  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  all 
otbor-  -tb.e  mortgagees,  except  those  who  did  not  wish  to  be  paid 
^£p  a^gAUist  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses,  and  one  M!cLTy 
JLieecL&  as  representing  the  mortgagees  who  did  not  wish  to  be  paid 
0-  -pr-fity  ing  a  declaration  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  baye 
^Y^^  x'Ct'teB  levied  under  the  Acts  applied  in  payment  of  the  prin- 
ciT>a-lL     xDLoney  and  interest  due  to  the  Plaintiffs  on  the  bonds,  a.nd 

the  consequent  accounts,  and  praying  for  a  receiver  of  the 


stated  that  the  bonds  were  saleable  at  a  little  below  par. 
Tlx^    cause  came  on  to  be  heard  before  the  Vice-Chancellor 
lEvho  dismissed  the  bill  with  costs  (1). 
X^laintiffs  appealed. 


^-j^-v    X872.   Feb.  13.    Sir  J.  Bacon,  only  levy  a  rate,   and   the  mode    in 

-^^^        said    that  the  Plaintiffa'  claims  which  the  money  so  raised  waa  to  ^l>o 

\xlA  no^  ^  sustained.    The  suit  was  applied  was  pointed  out  by  the  Act;. 

^^oorciP^®*®  novelty,  unless  Lrewry  v.  The  Commissioners  mn»t  provide  for 

^:Ba.r-n^  C^  Buss.  94)  was  a  precedent,  paving  and  Ughting  and  the  other  ro-. 

Til©     cases   of  railways,  market-tolls,  quirements  of  the  town,  and  m  paylns 

^    so  forth,  were  quite  different,  for  the  interest  on  the  mortgages  and  tlx« 

tJ^ere    the   borrowers  had   a  profit   to  principal  according    ^    ^!  ^^'  ^"^^ 


^ 

f 


,«oeive.       Here  the  corporation  took     there  was  nothing  »»*"*  •         V 

^i„g    for  theB-elve.;   they  could     «i«  or  forTi^^i^*^  *^  "**"" 
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Mr.  Eddis,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  W.  Pearson,  for  the  Appellants  :— 
The  corporation  admit  tliat  tbey  do  not  intend  to  pay  the 
Flaintifis,  and  say  that  they  mnat  take  their  chance  of  having 
tioHPOHATioH  their  bonds  drawn  by  lot,  and  may,  therefor^  not  be  paid  for 
Yabhovth.  150  years.  If  the  corporation  had  punctually  paid  off  £100  a  year, 
the  bondholders  might  have  nothing  to  complain  of.  Bat  the  coi^ 
poration  have  not  done  so,  and  therefore  canDot  insist  that  the 
Flainti&  are  bound  to  wait  This  is  precisely  like  Sophint  y. 
Worcester  and  Birmingham  Canal  Froprieton  (1),  inasmuch  as  no 
time  for  payment  of  the  principal  has  been  fixed.  The  rates  have 
been  assigned  to  us,  and  we  have  a  charge  on  them,  and  as  default 
has  been  made  we  are  entitled  to  a  receiver,  and  to  be  paid : 
Eadeni  Union  MaUway  Company  v.  Eart  (2).  The  fact  of  the 
corporation  being  a  public  body  makes  no  difference  in  the  rights 
of  the  Plaintlfis,  and  moreover  the  receiver  would  not  injure  the 
ratepayers,  as,  of  course,  he  would  pay  the  balance  to  the  use  of 
the  town.  Are  the  Plaintiffs  to  have  no  remedy  ?  The  corpo- 
ration does  not  provide  any  sinking  fund,  and  it  is  a  mockery  to 
tell  us  that  we  shall  be  paid  in  150  years. 

Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Lindley,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  ilodtpcB,  for  the 
Defendants,  were  not  called  upon. 


might,  in  fact,  be,  doubted  whether  a 
receiTer  could  levy  rates,  and  whether 
a  justice  of  the  peace  oonld  graot  him 
an  order  to  distrain.  In  the  case  of 
Sbpkint  T.  WbretBter  and  Birming- 
ham Canal  Propriiton  (Law  Rep. 
6  Eq.  437)  the  Defendanta  were  in 
receipt  of  the  profits  of  a  canal,  and 
that  made  a  clear  disUnction.  Id 
Drewry  v.  Bamet  (3  Russ.  94)  Lord 
Lt/ndhvnt  said,  that  if  the  Commis- 
siouers  refused  to  make  a  rate  to  paj 
interest  on  borrowed  monef ,  the  Ckiurt 
of  Queen's  Bench  would  compel  them 
to  make  a  rate,  and  would  dedde  how 
much  it  ought  to  he;  but  this  Court 
had  never   done  such  a  thing.     In 


Fletchtr  v.  Oitton'  (23  Beav.  212) 
the  Commissioners  had  deprived  the 
PlaintiiT  of  the  benefit  of  the  hallol, 
and  the  Court  thereupon  directed  an 
account  to  be  taken,  but  even  then  did 
not  appoint  a  receiver.  The  Plaintiffs 
were  under  no  hardship,  as  thej  could 
easily  dispose  of  their  bonds  if  thef 
wanted  the  money.  It  was  tnonstrous 
to  suppose  that  the  whole  £15,150 
was  to  be  levied  in  one  jear,  aod 
contraiy  to  the  terms  on  which  the 
money  was  lenL  The  proceedmg  of 
the  Plainti&  was  altngctber  miscon- 
ceived, and  the  bill  must  be  dismissed 
with  costs. 
(1)  Law  Rep.  6  Eq.  437. 


I 

I 
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Sib  W.  M.  Jahss,  Li. J. : —  ^  jj 

This  is  a  contention  raising,  or  supposed  to  raise,  several  nice        1872 
points,  although  the  result  could  only  aflfect  the  Plaintiflb  to  the      Pm^on 
■extent  of  a  few  pounds  at  the  utmost,  and  these  few  pounds  would  co    *' 
belong  to  the  PlaintifGs  in  a  representative  character.  of  Gbeat 

In    my   opinion,    the  litigation  is  as  idle  in  point  of  legal      ^^^'^^• 
contention   as  in  substance.      I  cannot  bring  myself  to   doubt 
what    is  the   meaning  of  this  Act  of  Parliament^    or   what  is 
the  proper  construction  to  be  put  upon  it  with  regard  to  these 
mortgages. 

The  Commissioners  of  Oreat  Yarmouth  were  authorized  to  raise 
money  on  the  rates  of  the  borough  for  certain  public  purposes 
taking  the  money,  not  as  a  loan  to  themselves,  or  as  money  ad- 
vanced on  their  own  property,  for  they  had  no  property,  but  as 
money  lent  on  the  security  of  rates  to  be  raised  under  the  Act. 
The  Act  further  contained  express  provisions  how  the  principal 
was   to   be    repaid.      It  was  contemplate  that  the   repayment 
-should  extend  over  a  long  time,  and  the  provision  was  that  the 
Commissioners  were,  at  all  events,  to  apply  £100  in  each  year 
in   payment  of  creditors  selected  by  ballot.      There  was  a  par- 
ticular  machinery  provided  for  the  ballot,  and  that  was  the  sole 
provision  made  by  the  Act  of  Parliament  for  the  repayment  of  the 
principal. 

That  provision  is,  to  my  mind,  plainly  inconsistent  with  the  idea 
that  any  creditor  whose  bond  was  not  drawn  at  the  ballot  would  be 
entitled  immediately  to  go  and  demand  the  principal.  That  how- 
ever is  the  contention  here ;  for  the  case  made  by  the  bill  is,  that 
any  of  the  creditors  have  power  to  call  on  the  Commissioners  for 
repayment  of  the  money  advanced,  and  in  default  to  come  to  this 
€ourt  for  a  receiver. 

I  am  of  opinion  there  has  been  no  default  The  interest  has 
i>een  paid  regularly,  and  the  corporation  are  paying  £100  a  year 
in  discharge  of  the  principal.  They  are  doing  all  that  the 
Act  of  Parliament  intended  them  to  do ;  and,  there  being  no 
default  in  payment  of  principal  or  interest,  it  appears  to  me 
that  this  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  or  power  to  interfere  with 
the  application  of  the  moneys  by  the  persona  whom  the  Acts  of 
Parliament  have  appointed.    I  am  of  opinion  that  the  decision  of 
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L.  J  J.      the  yice-Chancellor  is  perfectly  correct,  and  ought  to  be  affirmed 
1872       with  costs. 


V,  ^     Sib  Gr.  Melush,  L  J.  : — 

GOBPOBATIOW  _.  -      - 

OF  Gbeat        1  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Yabmouth. 


Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiffs :  Messrs.  Sharpe,  Parkers,  &  Co. 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendants:   Mr.  A.  Storey  and  Mr.  JP.  T. 


>. 


L.JJ. 
1872 

June  22. 


HEASMAN  V.  PEABSB. 

[1867    H.    238.] 
Wm— Issue—*'  Then  Living  ''—Divnting  of  Vested  Gift. 

A  testator  directed  his  trustees,  after  the  £ulare  of  UmitatioDs  for  life  and 
in  tail,  to  sell  his  real  estate  and  pay  a  third  of  the  proceeds  unto  and  amongst 
the  children  of  A.  ff,^  deceased,  except  J.  G»  i7.,  who  should  be  then  linng, 
and  the  issue  of  such  of  them  as  should  be  then  dead  leaving  issue,  and  the 
issue  of  J,  O,  i?.,  except  his  son  J,  W.  JJ.,  share  and  share  alike ;  the  issue 
of  deceased  children  of  A  i/.  to  have  no  greater  share  than  their  parents 
would  have  had  if  living,  and  the  issue  of  i/.  O.  E.  to  have  no  greatek'  share 
than  the  issue  of  any  other  chifd  of  A,  H,  He  gave  another  third  upon  tmst 
to  pay  the  income  to  P.  J,  for  life,  and  after  her  decease  to  pay  and  divide 
such  third  share  unto  and  amongst  all  the  children  of  P.  J.  who  should  be 
*'  then  living,**  and  the  issue  of  such  as  should  be  then  dead,  such  issue  to 
take  no  greater  share  than  their  parents  would  have  had  if  living.  At  the 
end  of  the  will  was  a  proviso  that  if  his  estate  should  ever  be  sold  under 
the  above  trust,  and  the  money,  or  any  part  of  it,  become  payable  to  the 
issue  of  A,  E.  and  P.  c/.,  or  the  issue  of  J,  G,  E,  (except  J.  W.  JOT.),  or  any 
of  them,  and  any  one  or  more  of  such  issue  should  be  then  dead  having 
left  lawful  issue,  then  the  issue  of  such  issue  as  should  be  so  dead  should 
have  the  share  to  which  their,  his,  or  her  parent  would  have  been  entitled 
if  living : — 

Eeldf  that  a  child  of  P.  cT.,  who  survived  her,  but  afterwards  died  before 
the  period  of  distribution  leaving  issue,  acquired  a  vested  interest  which 
was  not  by  the  final  proviso  divested  in  favour  of  the  issue  of  such  child ; 
the  word  *'  issue  **  being  held  not  to  apply  to  children  of  P.  J. 

JL  HIS  was  an  appeal  by  children  and  issue  of  WHUam  Jupp,  a 
child  of  Philadelphia  Jupp,  from  so  much  of  an  order  of  Yice- 
Chancellor  Maline  as  related  to  the  share  of  Philadelphia  Jupp  in 
the  testator's  estate.    The  facts  will  be  found  fully  stated  in  the 
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before  the  Vioe<)hanceUor  (1),  aa4  ia  the  report  of  »  pre-  L.  jj. 
appeal  as  to  another  share  (2). 

Mr.    J>ecn-B<m,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  K  O.  Ward,  for  the  Appellants,  H^^ 

Lied  on  the  preTious  decision  of  the  Coort  of  Appeal.  pJia. 


•.  Glaaae,  Q.C,  and  Mr.  Charlee  EdU,  eoiOra. 
BilJr.  SttiUard,  for  the  Plaintiffs. 
AfV.  Pearson,  in  reply. 

SiXK  "^W.  M.  Jakes,  JjJ.  : 

I     tibink    that  the  decision  of  the  Vice-Chanoellor   must   be 
affirmed.      The  case  is  not,  in  my  opinion,  in  any  way  governed  by 
our  decisioix  on  the  former  appeal    We  did  not  on  that  occaaion 
use    -fell©  proTiflo  at  the  end  of  the  wiU  for  the  puipose  of  altering 
the  effect  of  dear  words  in  another  part  of  the  will,  but  for  the 
purpose  of  explaining  something  which  required  explanation,  so  fer 
AS  til©  Seasman  fiunfly  were  concerned.    But  by  that  part  of  the 
will  which  relates  to  the  Jupp  famUy,  one  third  of  the  testator's 
estate  is  clearly  giron  to  Mrs.  J«Rp  for  her  life,  and  at  her  death 
to    Ixeir    children  then  living]  and  the  issue  of  her  children  then 
aeetd.        That  is  a  clear  gift ;  the  words  «  then  living  "  havine  th 
clear   xaeaning  of  «  Uving  at  her  death."    The  word  «  then  "can 
,.ot>  l>e  referred  to  any  other  period.    That  being  so.  there  is  a  clear" 
vested     gift  to  the  chUdren  of  Philadelphia  Jitpp  liyW  at  he 
deai^,  and  the  issue  of  such  of  her  chUdren  as  shall  be  then  dead 
rPixerx  is  there  anything  which  enables  us  to  say  that  that  cW 
vested  gift  to  her  children  is  divested  and  given  to  somebody  else  ? 
Tlx©  AppeUants  contend  that  this  is  effected  by  the  proviso  at  th 
end    of  the  wm.    [His  Lordship  read  the  final  proviso  (3).]     Jt  ^ 
said  tbAt  "  issue  "  includes  children,  that  shares  become  payable  to 
♦V.  A  <ihildren  of  Philadelphia  Jupp  who  survive  her,  and  if  any  of 
die  before  the  period  of  distribution  leaving  issue,  such  issue 
take  their  shares.    Mr.  Ohar^  HaU  has  caUed  our  attentinr. 


XU.u»<'    —  —  —-—  ™«,  voucu  vru»  abtentlon 

to  tbi«»  *****  ^e^o  was  a  gift  before  to  persons  described  as  issue 
who  were  issue,  but  not  children  .'of  Philadelphia  Jwpp,  and  who 
took  as  joint  tenants  inter  te,  and  it  is  primci,  fad^  to  be  supposed 

(X)  Law  Rep.  11  Eq.  622.  (g)  Law  Ben  7  Ch.  275 

(3)  Law  BcD.  7  Oh.  277  "®P- 
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L.  JJ.  tliat  tliis  clauee  vis  intended  to  appl?  to  them,  and  was  not 
1ST2  intended  to  apply  to  the  share  of  a  child  who  tates  a  vested 
Hbabha!*  interest  as  tenant  in  common.  I  think  that  what  Mr.  Chariet  Mail 
pointed  oot  is  very  much  Btrengthened  by  the  concluding  words  of 
this  proviso,  in  which  the  testator  says :  "  And  shall  receive  the 
part  or  share  to  which  their,  his,  or  her  parent  would  have  been 
entitled  if  living."  That  is  to  say,  to  prevent  the  family  being  de- 
prived of  the  share  which  would  otherwise  go  over  from  a  joint 
tenant  to  his  co-tenants,  I  make  a  proviso  to  substitute  the  issue 
in  that  case.  That  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  case  of  a  person 
who  is  provided  for  and  takes  an  actual  interest  vested  in  him  at 
the  death  of  a  tenant  for  life,  and  his  title  to  which  was  in  no  sense 
contingent  on  his  surviving.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  tbe 
decision  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  must  be  afiSrmed, 

Sir  G.  Mellish,  L.J. : — 
I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
Solicitors :  Messrs.  K.  G.  SdmeB  dt  Son ;  Mr.  A.  S.  Edmwidt. 


L.JJ.  Ex  parte  SMITH. 

1^  /ft  re  ANGERSTEIN. 


J»7s4. 


BankrKptcy — Order  to  past  Public  Examination — Conditional  Ordtr — Bani- 
rwpfcy  AtA,  1869,  t.  \^— Bankruptcy  Rula,  1870,  r.  140,  Form  45. 

The  Court  of  Baakniptcj  baa  no  power  to  make  an  order  that  a  bsakmpt 
do  pass  bis  public  examinatioii  condilional  on  bU  doing  certain  acU.  Tbe 
examination  ongbt  to  be  adjourned  till  lie  has  done  all  that  is  required  b; 
the  Act  and  the  fiules,  and  till  he  is  able  to  awettr  his  affidavit  in  the  Form 
No.  45  appended  to  tbe  Roles,  and  tben  an  absolute  order  for  hia  possins 
should  be  made. 

IHIS  was  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  a  Registrar  of  the  Zoruion 
Bankruptcy  Court  sitting  as  Chief  Judge. 

The  bankrupt  was  Mr.  J.  C,  F.  Angeraiein,  who  was  an  oMcer  in 
the  Grenadier  Guards.  He  was  adjudicated  a  bankrupt  on  the20tb 
of  July,  1871,  and  Mr.  8.  Smith  was  appointed  his  trustee.  Tit^ 
first  public  examination  of  the  bankrupt,  under  the  19th  section  of 
the  Bankruptey  Act,  1869,  was  held  on  the   17th  of  November, 
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18T1,  and  waa  adjourned  firom  time  to  time  till  the  l&tli  of  April,       i-  JJ. 
3.8T2.      In  the  course  of  his  examinatiou  it  appeared  that  in  Iiis        18T2 
stateDaent  of  arcconnts  he  had  omitted  some  items  of  his  property      ^j.  parte 
and  the  names  of  some  of  his  creditors.  Shith. 

OxK  tlie  19th  of  April  the  Eegistrar  made  the  following  order  :  AsGEBSTBDr. 
••  71ia.t  the  bankrupt  do  give  np  to  the  trustee  the  barrack  fumi- 
tuxe,  cigarette  oas^and  any  other  articles  referred  to  in  the  baitk- 
mpt's    examination  taken  this  day,  and  that  the  said  bankrupt  do 
AZKiend    hiw  statement  of  accounts  by  inserting  therein  iiU  hi^  ere- 
ditofs  omitted  therefrom,  and  also  by  inserting  therein,  in  the  pro- 
-pei-fcy  sheet,  the  jewelry,  furniture,  and  other  articles  disclosed   in 
the  said  examination ;  and  that  subject  to  the  said  bankrupt  com- 
ply in^  -with  this  order  he  do  pass  his  public  examination." 
S^jTom  this  order  the  trustee  appealed. 
TVTt--  I>6  Gee,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Boterteon  Qriffiks,  for  the  Appel- 

la.xxt  : 

"XTio  Oonrt  has  no  power  to  make  a  conditional  order  for   the 

\yf\  T»  "Icjrqp't  to  pass  his  public  examination.     How  will  it  be  known 

'vrli.etli-6''    ^^  bankrupt  has  complied  with  the  conditions  ?     for 

n.ot'lunS  "^^  appear  upon  the  files  of  the  Court.     The  Kegistrar 

.jj^jjt  to  have  adjourned  the  examination  until  it  was  sulisfaetory, 

arid    "tlaen  made  an  absolute  order.     When  the  bankrupt  passes  bis 

^]j<3    examination  he  has  to  sign  and  swear  to  a  memorandum 

according  to  the  Form  No.  45  appended  to  the  Bankruptcy  Rules, 

X  STO,   l>y  wlii**  ^8  states  "that  his  statement  of  acconnts  contains 

fiall   and  tru6  disclosure  and  discovery  of  all  his  estate  and  effects, 

Yyc>Xt%.   real  and  personal."     Until  the  bankrupt  can  ^ign  ihis,  whicli 

-  ^^  not  yet  been  done  in  the  present  case,  the  order  to  pass  cannot 

-  made.     It  ia  the  duty  of  the  trustee  to  bring  the  irregularity- 
Y»efor^    the  Court,  and  not  to  leave  it  to  the  creditors :  Ex  parte 

•M,^,  Fittlas  Entffht,  for  the  bankrupt : — 

Tl»«  public  examination  of  a  bankrupt  nnder  the  Act  of  I860 

stands  on  a  different  footing  from  the  final  examinatiou  under  tbe 

A-ct  of  1861.    By  the  158th  section  of  the  Actof  18^^  *^'^  passing 

of   the    final  eiamination  was  made  a  condition  pre*='^'^^"^  ^°  ^^^ 

(1)  8  L.  T.  (N.8.)  376. 
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L.  JJ.      bankrapt  applTing  for  his  order  of  discharge.    There  is  no  aimilai 
1ST2       provision  in  the  Act  of  1869  as  to  the  passing  of  the  pnblic 
Ex  parte     examination.    A  bankrupt  may  now  apply  for  his  order  of  dis- 
Smith.      charge  at  any  time,  and  it  might  be  graated  before  he  bad  passed 
AxaiBSTsnr.  his  public  examination,  if  it  bad  not  been  for  the  140th  rule  of 
the  Baukmptey  Kales,  1870,  which  provides  that  the  order  of  dis- 
charge shall  not  be  granted  till  after  the  public  examination. 
With  respect  to  Form  No.  45,  which  the  bankrapt  bas  to  sign,  it 
would  have  been  already  signed  in  this  case  if  it  had  not  been  for 
this  appeaL    No  good  end  will  be  answered  by  adjonnting  the 
examination  again,  for  the  bankrapt  can  always  be  gammoned  to 
give  any  further  information,  and  bis  order  of  discbarge  refused 
till  he  gives  it,  and  the  Coart  has  no  right  to  nse  the  power  of 
adjonrning  the  examination  aa  an  instrument  for  putting  pressme 
on  the  bankrapt :  Ex  parte  Qrwnmitt  (1). 

Sm  W.  M.  Jaheb,  U.  :— 

1  am  of  opinion  that  the  Begistrac  ought  not  to  have  made  a 
conditional  order  in  this  case.  This  is  a  matter  of  substanoe,  not 
of  mere  form.  The  order  that  a  bankrapt  do  pass  his  public 
examination  ought  to  be  a  simple  order,  and  ought  to  appear  on 
the  files  of  the  Coart  as  a  simple  order,  made  when  all  the  con- 
ditions precedent  prescribed  by  the  Act  and  by  the  roles  have 
been  complied  with.  The  Registrar  ought  to  have  adjourned  tlie 
examination  till  this  had  been  done.  One  of  the  essential  pre- 
liminaries to  passing  the  examination  is,  that  the  bankrapt  shall 
swear  an  afiSdayit  according  to  the  Form  No.  45  appended  to  the 
rules,  and  until  be  is  able  to  swear  that  afiSdarit  there  is  no  power 
in  the  Begistrar  to  make  the  order.  This  order,  therefore,  must 
be  discharged  so  &r  as  it  directs  that  the  bankrapt  do  pass  his 
public  examination. 

Bib  G.  Mbllish,  L.J.  :— 
I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Messrs.  Lwidey  &  Lumley. 

Solicitors  for  the  Bankrapt:   Messsre.  hinkJater,  Eaekwood 

£Co. 

(1)  33  L.  J.  (Bkcy.)  43. 
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WiU — Contlrvelion — Indication — Orou  Remainden — /ssuf. 

A  testator  gave  his  remdoBry  penonal  estate  upon  tnut  to  ptij  the  income  

«qtl^l7  between  hia  three  daughter*,  F.,  E.,  and  C^  dnring  tlu  ir  respective 
li-ves;  ftnd  if  all  or  any  of  them  ihonld  die  leaTing  issuer  to  p.iy  onc-tbird 
of  the  principal  unongGt  the  ione  of  each  daughter  oo  dyiu::,  in  equal 
alisi-es ;  and  if  oolf  one  aach  daughter  ihould  die  leaving  ibeui',  Ihcii  in  trust 
tio  pay  and  apply  the  whole  residoe  equally  amongst  the  iaaiiL'  of  such  one 
da.Tig'hter ;  bnt  if  all  the  daughten  should  diewithont  leaviiiLC  i^.-iue,  then 
c>v'«r.  C.  died  leaving  ieaue,  and  afterwrnrdB  F.  died  without  lei^viiig  issue  i — 
JB^id  (reversing  the  decision  of  Wiclcen»,  T.C.),  that  croaa  liniiiationa  were 
to  be  implied  between  the  danghtera  and  their  bmilies,  and  that  the  issue  of 
eaolt  daughter  were,  for  all  pnrpOBee,  to  be  ascertained  at  her  own  death ;  and 
tltat  therefore  one 'moiety  of  ^.'jshaie  was  payable  to  the  iasoe  of  C  living 
0,-^  £7.*e  death,  and  Uie  other  moiety  went  by  way  of  accretion  to  £.'«  original 
sliare> 

^  I  ^TTTR  -was  an  appeal  from  ao  order  of  Yice-Chancellor  TFicfcens. 

Cfhct-rles  3<^  Btdys  died  in  1820,  having  by  will  declared   the 
-fcriasf^  of  luB  reaidnary  personal  estate  as  follows : — 

■«    y^-nd  as  to  all  the  remaining  interest  and  diTidends  of  my  estate 
.ov^d   efffects,  upon  trust  to  pay  and  apply  the  same  equally  bet-ween 
xr>.:v-    «la.Tigliterfl  by  tlie  said  Arme  Ctrnnar,  viz.,  Frawxt  Ridge,  Eliza 
JRict&^a  and  CaroSne  Ridgs,  and  any  other  daughter  or  daugbtera 
-|-     xxiay  hereafter  have  hy  the  said  Anne  Connor,  Aariag  their   re- 
^nG<ytS.^G  natural  liyes ;  and  if  all,  any,  or  either  of  them    shall 
_d©x>«trt    this  life  leaving   issue,  then  in  trust   to  pay  and   apply 
<yn.&    G<f^  P*'*'  stare,  or  proportion  of  the  principal  of  my  said. 
x-esidoajy  estate  and  effects  corresponding  with  the  number  of  my 
^^j^    present  and  fntnre  bom  daughters,  unto  and  amongst   tlao 
issue  of  each  of  my  said  present  and  future  bom  daughters  that 
^VxaJl  liappen  to  die  leaving  issue,  in  equal  shares  and  proportions  ; 
and    if  o"^y  ""^  "^  ™'='*  daughters  shall  die  leaving  issue,  then. 
to  T>»y  *"^  *PP'y  *^^  '^°'*'  '^'<^ae  of  niy  said  estate  and  effects 
to  or  equally  amongst  the  issue  of  such  one  daagh**'^ '  ^^"^  *^  a-H 
Bttob  daughters  shaU  die  without  leaving  issue,  t^*^°  ^  ^"*'   ^^^ 
.^e    said  rest  and  residue  of  my  said  estate  and  ^^^""^  ^^  eax=lz». 
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youngest  child  of  every  one  of  mj  sisters  -  living  at  the  time  of 
such  failore  of  issue  of  my  said  danghters;  to  be  divided  between 
such  youngest  children  share  and  share  alike." 

The  testator  left  only  the  three  daughters  named  in  the 
will. 

Caroline  B^e  married  Mr.  QrahfOm,  and  died  in  1844,  leaving 
four  children,  all  of  whom  attained  twenty-one.  One  of  these 
children — Mrs.  lAveaay — died  in  1868,  leaving  two  children  bom 
after  Mrs.  Qraharrit  death. 

Franeet  Ridge  died  in  1870,  having  never  married.  At  her 
death  the  issae  of  Caroline  Ridge  were  five  in  number,  namely, 
her  three  surviving  children  and  Mrs.  lAveaay's  two  children. 

Elaa  Midge  was  still  living,  and  a  spinster  upwards  of  sixty 
years  of  age. 

On  the  death  of  Mrs.  Graham  her  one-third  share  of  the  estate 
was  divided  among  her  four  children.  After  the  death  oiFrantet 
Ridge  the  trustees  made  some  payments  out  of  her  share  to  the 
three  surviving  children  of  Mrs.  Oraham,  and  paid  the  residue 
into  Court  under  the  Act  for  the  relief  of  trustees.  Mrs.  Live- 
gay's  two  children,  who  were  still  infants,  then  presented  a  peti- 
tion fJftiming  two-fifths  of  Mrs.  GraJiam's  third  share. 

Yice-Chaneellor  Wickeng  directed  the  fund  to  be  accumulated 
until  the  death  of  Elita  Ridge  or  further  order  (1).  The  Peti- 
tioners appealed. 

(1)  1872.  April  30. 
Sib  John  Wickekb,  V.C.  : — 

I  have  re&d  over  this  nill  (uid  con- 
BideTed  it,  and  see  no  reason  to  doubt 
that  the  opnion  I  intimated  yeslenla]' 
was  the  correct  one — that  is  to  say, 
that  the  division  will  be,  in  the  event 
which  it  is  supposed  will  happen,  of 
Eliza  Ridge  dying  without  Issue,  among 
the  issue  of  alt  generations,  the  issue 
generally  ot  Cardint  Ridge.  It  is  quite 
clear  from  the  will  that  the  testator 
knew  the  diflsrence  between  "  children" 
and  "issue,"  and  there  is  nothing  to 
enable  me  to  put  a  restricted  construc- 
tion on  the  word"  isgne."    "The  issue" 


must  mean  either  such  issue  or  ail 
the  issue.  If  the  former,  it  meaiu 
issue  living  at  the  daughter's  death, 
which  is,  of  course,  an  unsatisfactory 
consIructioQ.  I  think,  with  refereucc 
to  an  argument  addressed  to  mo  by 
Mr.  Cosson,  that  I  can  see  no  trace  here 
of  crass  limitations,  and  consequently 
in  the  result,  which  I  cannot  forecast, 
there  may  be  an  intestacy,  or  there  may 
be  a  gift  to  a  class  yet  capable  of  accre- 
tion. Under  the  circumstances,  all  1 
can  do  is  to  direct  the  costs  to  be  paid 
and  the  fond  to  be  accumulated  uoiil 
the  death  of  the  surviving  _datighter  or 
further  order. 
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Mr.  Fredinff,  for  the  Appellants : — 

The  will  does  not  in  terms  proyide  for  the  eyent  which  has  1872 

happened,  of  one  daughter  dying  without  issue  and  another  dying  jJTr^ 

leaving  issue  while  the  third  daughter  is  living ;  but  an  immediate  ^°«k'« 

gift  over  is  to  be  implied.     The  issue  of  each  daughter,  who  are 

to  take  her  share,  must  be  ascertained  at  her  own  death,  and  the  ' 
natural  construction  is  that  the  same  class  who  take  one  share 
take  the  others  if  they  go  over. 

Mr,  Mariineau,  for  the  surviving  children  of  Mrs.  Oraham  and 
the  husband  of  Mrs.  XAvesay. 

Mr.  Casson  for  the  trustees : — 

If  only  one  daughter  leaves  issue,  her  issue  take  the  whole 
fund.     If  none  leave  issue,  the  fund  goes  over.    There  is  no  ex- 
press provision  to  meet  the  case  of  two  daughters  leaving  issue. 
In  such  a  case  intestacy  cannot  have  been  intended,  so  cross  limi-  - 
tations  ought  to  be  implied :  Be  Clark  (1) ;  Ycmderplank  v.  King  (2). 

Mr.  Freding,  in  reply. 


July  6.    Sib  W.  M.  James,  L.J. : — 

The  question  in  this  case  depends  on  the  construction  of  a  will, 
the  material  parts  of  which  are  very  short.  They  run  thus : — [His 
Lordship  here  read  so  much  of  the  will  as  is  set  out  above.] 

Now  it  is  obvious  that  this  is  not  a  complete  testamentary  dis- 
position. It  ifl  a  mere  sketch  of  a  will,  and  the  question  is,  whether 
we  can  fill  i^  ^t  sketch  and  supply  the  obvious  gaps  in  it  by 
judicial  implication.  The  testator  has  not  provided  for  the  case  of 
two  daughters  leaving  issue,  and  he  has  not  provided  for  this, 
which  might  happen,  viz^  that  one  of  the  three  daughters  might 
die  immediately  after  his  death  a  spinster,  leaving  tiie  other  two 
daughters  spinsters  who  might  not  marry  for  a  number  of  years. 
It  is  obvious  therefore  that  the  testator  has  not  made  a  complete 

(1)  11  W.  B.  871.  (2)  3  Hare,  1. 
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L.  JJ.  dispositioD.  If  this  bad  been  a  gift  of  real  estate  to  the  tluee 
itrji  daughters  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies  as  tenants  in  common  in 
"J^       tail,  and  a  gift  over  in  the  event  of  all  of  them  dying  withoat  issue, 

*^''"     it  woald  have  been  the  common  ordinary  case  io  which  cross  re- 

mainders  in  tail  woidd  have  been  implied.    If,  again,  the  will  had 

run  thus :  "  I  give  the  gift  to  the  three,  and  on  their  death  to  their 
respective  children,  and  if  any  of  them  should  die  without  children, 
then  to  the  survivor  or  survivors,  and  if  all  should  die  without 
children,  then  over,"  that  would  have  been  a  case  in  which  "  siii> 
vivoTS  "  would  have  been  construed  "others." 

Now  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  case  falls  entirely  within  those 
princifdea.  It  is  a  case  in  which  we  are  authorized  and  bonnd  to 
fill  in  ihe  will,  and  to  snpply  the  gaps  by  judicial  implication  of 
the  testat<u^s  meaning.  The  testator  obviously  intended  that  the 
objects  of  his  bounty  were  to  be  his  daughters'  families  if  they 
should  have  any.  He  intended  that  the  property  should  be  en- 
joyed by  them  and  not  go  over  to  anybody  else  as  long  as  any  of 
the  daughters  or  their  famihes  survived ;  and  the  only  mode  in 
which  that  general  intent  of  the  testator  can  be  effectuated  so  that 
the  property  shall  be  secured  to  the  daughters  and  their  issne, 
and  not  go  over  till  the  issne  of  all  the  daughters  fail,  is  by  snp- 
plying,  not  cross  remainders  in  tail,  since  the  subject-matter  is  not 
real  estate,  bat  cross  limitations  between  the  daughters  and  their 
families.  Indeed,  this  will  lends  itself  to  that  more  readily  than 
most  wills  in  which  implication  has  been  introduced,  for  the  Court 
is  not  striking  out  a  single  word ;  it  is  not  contradictmg  anything 
in  the  will,  but  it  is  giving  to  every  sentence  its  plain,  grammatical, 
and  ordinary  meaning.  If  any  of  the  events  provided  for  happen, 
then  the  will  takes  effect  according  to  its  letter.  The  implication 
only  applies  to  events  for  which  the  testator  has  not  in  terms  pro- 
vided, bat  as  to  which  no  person  applying  merely  common  sense  to 
the  will  can  have  any  doubt  what  he  intended. 

Then  with  regard  to  one  of  the  points  raised  by  the  Yice-Cban- 
cellor,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  class  of  issue  must  be  in  eveiy 
case  ascertained  at  the  death  of  the  daughter  leaving  issue  sur- 
viving. To  hold  that  the  class  of  issue  of  any  daughter  is  in  any 
case  to  remain  in  suspense  until  some  other  daughter  dies  would 
contravene  the  cardinal  rule  of  construction  which  this  Court  has 
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al'^ays    adopted   for  reaeons   of  family  convenience   and   publ'.o       L.JJ. 
policy,  viz.,  that  iutereetB  are  to  be  vested  as  sooa  as  tbey  can  be        i872. 
consistently  'with  what  the  testator  has  said.     In  truth,  if  we  ^rere        ^^ 
to    read  this  will  otherwise,  and  say  that  the  issne  of  A.  are  lo  be      S^^ 
a3cei*ta.iaed,  not  at  A.'g  death,  bnt  at  the  death  of  B.  or  C,  or  of  B.        - — 
and   C.  that  would  be  to  contradict  the  last  gift  in  the  will,  wbieb  is, 
"  to  pay  and  apply  the  whole  residue  of  my  said  estate  and  eiTects 
to  or  equally  amongst  the  issne  of  such  one  daughter."     Under 
iibis  gift,  if  one  daughter  dies  leaTing  issue  and  the  other  two  after- 
'waixls  die  without  issue,  the  issue  of  the  first  daughter  take  the 
-vrlxole  fund  ;  but  if  they  are  ascertained  at  the  death  of  the  sur- 
-vri-voir  it   must  be  held  that  the  interests  which  the  class  of  issui.- 
ascertained  at  the  first  daughter's  death  take  in  her  share    arL' 
lia,l>le    to  be  divested  so  as  to  let  in  other  issue,  a  cimstractiou 
■vriAici^   the  Court  would  not  readily  be  induced  to  a<lupt.      The 
result    -will  be,  that  with  regaid  to  the  share  now  left  vacant    by 
the   death  of  one  daughter,  one  moiety  will  be  given  to  the  issue 
-w-lio    talco  their  parents'  share,  iV  to  the  four  children  of    Mrs. 
<;jr*<»^<»w*i  ^'i**^  *^^  other  moiety  will  go  by  way  of  accretion  to  the 
sha-r^  of  which  the  surriying  daughter  is  tenant  for  life,  and  at  bcr 
A^&eL't'b.  it  will  go  to  her  issue,  if  any,  and  if  none,  to  the  children  of 
:^tre.    Chraham. 

@iix  O.  MELLieH,  ImT.,  concurred. 

Solicitors  for  all  parties:  Messrs.  GatUiffe  <&  BeaitmoTit. 
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MEINEHTZAGEN  ».  WALTEHa 

1BT8 

[1870    K.    152.] 

WiU-~A<Umptim—Jdvanea  to  CkOdrta—DouNe  Porttont— £«**»»— 
Widtito  imd  ChUdrtn. 

A  teatfttoF  directed  his  trnatees  to  [ay  the  inoome  of  one  latAetj  of  hit 
naidnuy  estate  to  his  widow  daring  her  life,  and  to  diride  the  other  moiety 
between  bis  children  in  eqnal  shares,  ss  teosnt*  in  common. 

Advances  were  made  b;  the  testator  to  Bome  of  bis  children  after  the  date 
of  hi*  will  :— 

Held  (affirming  the  deciiion  of  Bacon,  V.C.),  that  the  adTUices  eould  onlv 
be  bioaght  into  account  for  the  benefit  of  the  children  among  thennelvei, 
and  that  the  widow  was  not  entitled  to  have  her  income  increaand  by  havii% 
the  advances  brotght  into  acconnt  in  estimating  the  reddue. 

Xmi^tort  r.  Qttedalla  (1)  distinguished. 

JL  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  Yice-Chancelloz  Baeon. 

Danid  Meinertzagm,  by  his  will,  dated  tiie  15th  of  Jannory, 
1859,  devised  and  bequeathed  all  the  residue  of  his  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  and  effects  to  Q.  S.  WaUtm,  A.  Oast^lam,  and  JtAanna 
Tidmum,  thereinafter  appointed  executors  of  his  wiU  npon  trusts 
for  conversion  and  investment,  and  apon  farther  trust  that  they 
should,  ao  long  as  his  wife  Amelia  should  continue  his  widow  and 
aumamed,  pay  the  annual  produce  of  one  eq^ual  half  part  of  the 
said  trust  moneys  unto  her  for  her  own  absolute  use  and  benefit, 
with  a  reduction  in  the  event  of  her  second  marriage,  and  as  to  the 
other  moiety  of  the  said  trust  moneys  and  securities,  and  the 
dividends,  proceeds,  and  annual  produce  thereof,  from  and  imme- 
diately after  his  death,  in  trust  for  all  and  every  his  children  who 
being  sons  should  attain  twenty-one,  or  being  daughters  should 
attain  that  age  or  marry,  with  consent  as  therein  specified,  to  be 
divided  between  them  in  equal  shares  as  tenants  in  common. 

The  testator  died  on  the  12th  of  July,  1869,  leaving  his  widow 
and  seven  children  surviving.  Of  these  children  one,  Johanna,  was 
married  to  the  Defendant  Alera  SanJeey  iu  October,  1859,  and 
another,  Sermtne,  to  the  Defendant  Thonuu  Hughes  Jaokaon  in 
June,  1862.  Two  of  the  others  were  still  infants.  Settlements  were 
(1)  1  D.  F.  &  J.  93. 
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-e:xecute(l  upon  the  marriage  of  Mrs.  Eankey  and  Mrs.  Jackson,  and  l.  J  J. 
further  transfers  of  property  were  made  to  the  trustees  of  their  i&72 
settlements  by  the  testator.  sieinebt- 

Jodependently  of  these  settlements,  varioos  sums  were  alleged       ^*^^ 
.-to  liave  been  advanced  by  testator  to  his  children,  and  gifts  made     WAt-TEBs- 
Ao  Jiis  -wife,  during  his  lifetime  and  after  the  date  of  bis  nil!. 

J^  bill  baving  been  filed  by  the  widow  for  administratiou  of  the 
-  eatAt&,  one  of  the  questions  which  arose  upon  farther  congideration 
-was,  TFlietber  the  moneys  advanced  or  settled  by  the  testator  in  bis 
lifetime,  after  the  date  of  bis  will,  to  or  upon  his  children,  were  to 
■  bo  tsikexi  into  acconnt  as  part  of  their  respectiTO  shares  ia  the 
re8id*xcu7  estate  of  the  testator,  ao  that  the  widow  would  be  entitled 
to  or»o  moiety  of  the  income  of  the  residuary  estate  aa  increased  by 
■-tbo  stxtxis  advanced  to  the  children,  or  whether  she  was  ouly  enti- 
+j^d  -to  tbe  income  of  one  moiety  of  the  actnal  residue  onaugmented 
.by  th»  adTances. 

rpjj^^  "Vice-Chancellor  was  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not 

♦  j^^l^cl    to  have  her  income   increased  by  having  the  advances 

bro»«b.t   into  hotchpot,  and  from  this  decision  the  Plaintiff   ap- 

3^1-.  .Eadts,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Fo«jA(Htfla«itn»,  for  the  Appellant  : — 
'jytkO  advances  made  by  the  testator  to  the  children  in  his   life- 
■i-inx^   -^vere  ademptions  ftro  ftinto  of  their  sharea  in  the  residue,  aud 
.^^y     ongbt  to  be  brought  into  hotchpot  before   the  residue    is 
^j^ijjed.      We  admit  that  there  is  no  case  exactly  in  point :  but  i\e 
_—«  xxot  seeking  to  eitend  the  doctrine  of  ademption  by  advance- 
-vYieKA^  J    -what  we  claim  is  a  legitiniate  deduction  from  the  priaciple. 
■T'lao.*    doctrine  applies  equally  to  tbe  share  of  a  residue  as  to    a. 
leea*^  of  fixed  amount,  although  at  first  there  was  some  doubt 
^>n    tl*®  subject     It  is  now  well  established  by   Moniefiore    v. 
^^^^ecUt^<*  (!)■    1°  *•»«  case  of  an  ordinary  legacy  to  o  child  beiu^ 
^^©emed.  all  the  reddnary  legatees  take  the  benefit  of  the  ademp- 
tion -wbether  children  or  strangers:  Kirk  v.  Eddowes  (2).    Why 
hoald  not  the  same  result  foUow  from  a  share  of  the  residue  bein^ 
deemed  ?    The  basis  of  the  rule  is  the  moral  oblig"^'^^.  ^^<^^ 
ia  Biipixwed  to  exist  that  a  father  should  provide  iot  ^  ^  ^*^- 
C1)1D.F.*J.93.  (2)3Hate.^- 
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L.  JJ.       dren  equally ;  and  the  law,  so  to  apeak,  ioterpolatea  into  the 

1872         will  the  intention  to  satisfy  this  obligation  ;  and  then,  if  the  te& 

HEnrntT-     tator  makes  an  advance  in  his  lifetime,  it  is  like  paying  off  part 

ZAQBK       Qf  JJ  (jg(jj^  which  must  necessarily  operate  to  swell  the  residne, 

WALTna.     whether  given  to  children  or  to  a  stranger :  Thynns  v.  EotI  of  Glen- 

ffaU  (1)  ;   Trimmer  v.  Bayne  (2) ;   Einchdiffe  v.  mnchdiffe  (3) ; 

Beekton  v.  Barton  (4);  Dav!$on  v,  Bavsaon  (5). 

It  is  said  on  the  other  side  that  the  provisions  as  to  hotchpnc 
contained  in  the  8taiule  of  Didnbvtiona  have  never  been  extended 
so  as  to  operate  between  the  widow  and  the  children  of  an  intestate ; 
but  that  Testa  upon  special  enactment,  nor  can  any  inference  from 
the  law  in  case  of  an  intestacy  be  applied  to  the  division  of  the 
residae  under  a  will :  8miih  v.  Slrontf  (6). 

Mr.  Amj^hlett,  Q.G.,  Mr.  C.  HaU,  Mr.  CrachnaU,  and  Mr.  Laiha^a. 
for  the  Defendants,  the  children  of  the  testator,  were  not  called  od. 

Sir  W.  M.  James,  L.J. : — 

The  contention  of  the  Appellant  in  this  case  is  so  shocking  to 
my  common  sense  and  to  my  sense  of  justice  that  I  am  glad  to 
find  that  there  is  no  foundation  in  the  anthorities  for  holding  that 
the  law  of  ^ffland  is  subject  to  that  opprobriam  which,  if  the  law 
were  as  alleged,  it  would  be  justly  subject  to  in  the  eyes  of  the 
civilized  world. 

The  contention  of  the  Appellant  is,  that  if  n  father  leaves  his 
residue  between  a  child  and  a  stranger,  iixi  theu  makes  a  lar^ 
advance  to  the  child  and  also  a  large  advance  to  the  stFODger, 
there  being  nothing  more  but  the  will  and  those  advances,  the  law 
of  England  is  this,  that  the  child  is  obliged  to  bring  what  he  has 
received  into  the  residue,  and  that  the  stranger  is  not  to  bring  in 
what  he  has  received,  but  is  to  have  it  enlarged  by  that  which  has 
been  given  to  the  child. 

The  origin  of  the  rule  as  applied  to  legacies  is  this — that  where 
a  father  makes  a  provision  for  his  children,  leaving  them  legacies, 
and  afterwards  gives  a  portion  to  one  of  those  children,  ii  is 

fl)  2  H.  L.  C.  131.  (4)  27  Ecav.  99. 

(2)  7  VeB.  508.  (5)  Law  Rei^  4  Eq.  504. 

(3)  3  Ibid.  5ie.  (6J  4  BrQ.  C.  C.  41p3. 
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sTxpposed,  from  whet  is  knovn  to  be  the  ordiDary  iatention  of  lesta-        L-  JJ- 
tors,   that  he   did  not  intend  to  make  any  real  difference  between         1872 
Ills    cIiildreD,  and  that  the  child  advanced  in  his  lifetime  t^ikes     meincrt 
-t.He    advance  pro  tanto  by  way  of  ademption.     No  doubt  that  has       ^""^^ 
been    necessarily  applied  to  the  advantage  of  residaary  legatees,     Walibb3 
because,    -where  the  legacy  faila,  or  is  satisfied,  or  is  adeemed, 
from     the    very  natore  of  the  case  the  residnaiy  legatee  who 
takes  his  chance  gets  the  benefit  of  that,  as  he  would  the  burden 
of   any  diminution.    That  is  the  state  of  the  law  with  regard  to 
legacies.      It  is  true  the  rule  was  applied  to  a  share  in  a  residue  in 
tbe  caso  of  Monieficre  v.  OvedaUa  (1),  which  was  a  case  iu  which  I 
obsex've  tbat  the  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce  expressed  great  doubt 
as  to  the  law,  bnt  be  was  satisfied  in  concnrring  in  the  deciaion, 
beca.iis«  tlie  common  sense  of  the  thing  was  in  fiavoar  of  the  decision 
TTi  that  particular  case.  Bii.twhatw(adon6in  M<mtejiore\,GuedaZla, 
•      xxx-y  view  of '*i^"*  °<**' *°  *??!'*'**'**•*  of  any  enchview  ii8  i■^  here 
^^_ .(^^jidod  for,  but  was  an  appUcation  of  the  general  principle  which 
^^^  snppceed  to  underlie  the  role,  and  of  which  the  mle  was  only 
_,_,lic«tion  and  an  illustration.    The  principle  is  that  it  must 
,  .,^^gu.ined  that  a  father  intends  equality  between  the  children  ; 

^  ££■    ixe  leaves  the  reaidne  to  the  children,  and  afterwardii  nia.keB 
t,.<l-v-ance  to  one  of  the  children,  the  general  rale  is  that  such 
^,        jj^oe  must  be  brought  into  hotchpot,  so  that  the  disposition  of 
-  .        fo*"*-****®'  ^y  ^'***^  ^*'  intended  to  produce  eqaality  among    the 
-    -i<iro».  ™ay  ^ot  ^  altered.     Whether,  following  out  the   rule 
1     erioally*  it  might  be  applied  to  such  a  case  as  that  before  us,  I  do 
t  tl»i»^  ^*  necessary  to  consider;  for  I  am  satisfied  of  tliis,  that 
,  _  j.-h^  logical  carrying  out  of  the  rule  there  acted  npon  would  lead. 
«T»ch  *  result  as  is  involved  in  the  contention  of  the  Appellant, 
gfyoner  that  case  is  overruled  by  the  House  of  liords  the  better. 
see"**  *°  ™®  monstrous  that  the  widow,  who  may  have  received, 
,    in.  the  present  case  has  received,  advances  M  well  as  the  chiZ- 
^    j^     is    to  be  benefited  by  advances  made  to  the  children,  and. 
^'  giie  herself  is  under  no  obligation  whatever  to  bnag  m  ad- 
aiioes  which  have  been  made  to  her.    That  would  eq^^}^)!  "Pply 
*o  a  stranger  as  a  wjdow,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  «  nothmg 
^   the   law  or  in  the  authorities  which  compels  me  to  <^'^^^  ^»  ^ 
(I)  ID.  P.  &  J.  93. 
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L.  jjr.      dedsion  which,  to  my  mind,  would  be  contrary  to  common  setu6 
1872,       and  common  justice.    I  concnr^  therefore,  in  the  opinitm  of  the- 
■u^^^    Vice-Chancellor. 

Sib  Gt.  Meixish,  LJ.  :— 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  admitted  that  there  is  no 
express  authority  npon  the  question  which  is  now  before  ns ;  and 
indeed  it  aeema  clear  that  prior  to  the  case  of  Montefiore  t.  Ov»- 
daUa  (1)  theie  was  no  anthority  that  the  role  as  to  double  portions 
was  to  be  applied  to  residue ;  but  the  mle  as  to  double  portions 
having  to  a  certain  extent  been  applied  to  gifts  of  residiie  in  that 
case,  we  are  now  to  determine  whether  that  is  to  be  carried  so  br 
as  that  every  stranger  who  has  an  interest  in  the  residue,  whether 
it  be  an  interest  for  life  or  an  interest  in  the  capital  of  the  residue 
is  to  have  the  benefit  of  the  application  of  the  mle. 

Kow,  in  the  ordinary  case  of  a  legacy,  where  a  l^;acy  has  been 
left  to  a  child,  and  then  a  gift  has  been  made  which  amounts  to  an 
ademption  of  that  legacy,  there  certainly  appears  to  be  no  possible 
way  of  holding  it  to  be  an  ademption  so  as  to  carry  oat  Uie  general 
rule  against  doable  portions,  except  by  holding  that  whoever  has 
the  residue  benefits  by  it ;  becaose  by  the  necessity  of  the  case  the 
penions  who  have  the  residue  most  benefit  by  the  fact  of  the  pre- 
vious le^cy  not  being  paid  from  any  cause  whatever.  Bat  when 
we  come  to  a[^ly  the  mle  as  to  a  share  of  residue,  it  appears  to  me 
that  it  is  perfectly  easy  to  carry  out  what  I  consider  the  real  prin- 
ciple of  the  rule,  namely,  equality  between  tiie  children,  without 
allowing  the  stranger  to  take  any  benefit.  It  appears  to  me, 
therefore,  that  if  the  rale  is  to  be  applied  to  a  share  of  residoe  it 
is  to  be  applied  simply  to  such  an  extent  as  may  be  necessary  to 
cany  oat  ike  principle  that  a  testator  who  has  divided  his  reaidne 
among  his  children,  either  equally  or  in  any  other  proportion, 
does  not  intend  to  alter  that  eqaality  or  proportion  by  making 
a  subsequent  gift  to  a  particular  child.  I  think  there  is  great 
good  sense  in  what  was  said  by  Lord  Sardmche  in  Famham  v. 
PhUlipt  (2),  and  Lord  Bosglyn  in  FremanUe  v.  Batiks  (3),  that 
it  is  very  di£5cnlt  to  conclude  from  a  gift  of  residae,  which  in  its 
very  nature  is  uncertain,  that  a  testator  has  fixed  upon  a  particular 
(1)  1  D.  F.  &  J.  93.  (2)  2  Atk.  215  (3)  5  Ym.  79,  85. 
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sum  which   he  thinks  is  a  proper  portion  for  his  child,  in  the  same 
way  as  yoa  may  do  in  the  case  of  a  legacy  where  he  leaves  a  child 
a  specific  sum,  as  for  instance  £10,000.  In  that  case  you  may  con- 
sider that   the  father  had  in  his  own  mind  that  £10,000  is  a  suflB- 
cient  portion  for  that  child,  and  when  he  subsequently  gives  a  sum 
of  £5000  to  that  child  it  is  considered  that  he  has  not  altered  his 
mind  as  to  the  £10,000  being  a  suflScient  portion.    But  it  is  diffi- 
cult to   assume  from  a  mere  gift  of  residue  to  a  child  that  the 
father  has  come  to  a  fixed  determination  as  to  what  sum  shall  h& 
sufficient   for  his  fortune.     Still  you  may  imply  this,  that  if  h© 
divides  liis  residue  equally  among  his  children,  he  does  not  intend 
to  prefer  one  child  above  the  other.    If  from  any  special  circam-> 
stances,  from  one  child  marrying  or  any  other  cause,  he  makes  & 
gift  to  that  child  in  his  lifetime,  the  law,  according  to  the  rule 
acted  upon  in  Montejwre  v.  ChiedaHa  (1),  which  I  agree  with  Lord 
Justice  Knight  Bruce  was  good  sense  as  applied  to  that  case,  is,  that: 
you  are  not  to  assume  that  the  testator  in  making  that  gift  shewed 
any  alteration  of  his  intention  as  respects  the  equality  of  the 
children.     If  the  rule  is  that  we  are  to  carry  out  what  the  testator* 
intends,  it  is  clear  that  when  he  makes  a  gift  in  his  lifetime,  as  in 
this  case,  he  does  intend  to  take  away  from  the  residue  which  ho 
had  given  to  the  stranger.  It  cannot  possibly  be  disputed  that  if  th^ 
testator  had  given  to  his  widow  a  life  interest  in  the  whole  of  th^ 
residue,  the  fact  of  making  a  gift  in  his  lifetime  to  a  child,  jast  a^ 
to  anybody  else,  must  have  had  the  idffect  of  diminishing  that; 
residue ;  and  it  certainly  appears  to  me  contrary  to  reason  to  hold 
that  if,  instead  of  having  given  his  wife  a  life  interest  in  the  whole 
residue,  he  gives  her  a  life  interest  in  the  half,  and  then  makes  pre«- 
sents  to  children,  she  is  in  that  case  to  have  a  life  interest  in  that 
^which  he  meant  the  child  to  enjoy  immediately.    It  appears  to 
me,  therefore,  that  the  decision  of  the  Yice-Ohancellor  is  in  accor- 
dance with  good  sense,  and  not  inconsistent  with  the  authorities, 
and  that  the  appeal  must  be  dismissed. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff :  Messrs.  Fredifidd. 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendants:  Messrs.    Chregory^  Roiveliffes,  dt 
Ba^^^ ;  Messrs.  EinAer  £  Ellis. 

(1)  1  D.  F.  &  J.  93. 
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fflGGINBOTHAM  v.  HAWKINS. 

[1870    H.    239.] 

Waii&^Deceoied  Tenant /of  Life-^Iitjuneticn — Account-^SUUute  qf 

Limitationa. 

A  tenant  for  life  wan  ezecatrix  of  a  preceding  tenant  for  life,  both  being 
impeachable  for  waste,  and  both  having  committed  waste  by  catiiiig 
timber  :— 

ffdd^  that  the  Statute  qf  Limitatums  began  to  nm  against  the  mnaindo^ 
men  in  fee  from  the  time  when  the  timber  was  cut,  and  not  from  ihe  time 
of  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life : 

ffdd^  that  thcmgh  an  injonction  and  an  account  werd  granted  against  tbe 
existing  tenant  for  life,  yet  as  no  injanction  could  be  granted  against  tbe 
preceding  tenant  for  life,  no  account  could  be  granted  apinst  her  executrix  far 
waste  committed  by  the  preceding  tenant  for  Ufe. 

Decree  of  Baoon^  T.C.,  raried. 

MaBY  HIGOINBOTHAM,  hj  her  will»  devised  ceiiaia  lands  at 
Alrerford,  in  the  county  of  Etseos,  to  the  use  of  Harriet  Higgii^ 
hotham  and  her  aadgns  during  her  life  without  impeachment  of 
waste  except  voluntary  waste  in  cutting  down  any  timber  other 
than  such  timber  as  might  be  required  for  the  repairing  of  die 
buildings ;  with  remainder  as  to  one  moiety  to  the  use  of  EHaO' 
Idb  Jones  and  her  assigns  during  her  life  without  impeachment 
of  waste  except  as  aforesaid,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  O.  Hig- 
ffinbotkam  and  W.  Eiffginbolham  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee; 
and  as  to  the  other  moiety  to  the  use  of  trustees  during  the  life  of 
Ann  Beeket  without  impeachment  of  waste  except  as  aforesaid; 
with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  eldest  daughter  of  Ann  Beckd 
in  fee. 

Mary  Higgvnhoihain  died  in  1856,  and  Harriet  Higginbo&am, 
the  first  tenant  for  life,  died  in  September,  1865,  leaying  as  her 
executrix  Elizabeih  Jones,  who  was  the  second  tenant  for  life  of 
one  moiety. 

On  the  27th  of  August,  1870,  0.  Higginbotham  and  W.  Higgin- 
lotham,  the  remaindermen  in  fee  of  one  moiety,  filed  their  original 
bill  against  Mizabeih  Jones,  as  tenant  for  life  of  one  moiety,  and 
the  other  persons  interested  in  the  estate,  alleging  that  trees  had 
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been  felled  and  sold  by  Elixdbeth  Jones  and  the  trnstees  of  Ann 
Beckett  and  that  other  acts  of  waste  were  threatened,  and  praying 
for  an  injanctiony  and  for  an  acconnt  of  timber  cut. 

On  the  2nd  of  March,  1871,  the  Plaintiffs  amended  their  bill,  in- 
troducing charges  against  EHzabdh  Jones,  as  executrix,  in  respect 
of  tinoiber  cut  in  the  lifetime  of  Harriet  HiffgtnbotJiam,  and  praying 
farther  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  what  had  come  to  the 
hands  of  Harriet  Hiffffinbotham,  and  of  Elissdbeth  Jones,  as  well  as 
executrix  of  Harriet  HiggifiboQiam  as  in  her  own  right,  and  for 
payment  of  what  might  be  so  found  dae  to  the  Plaintiffs. 

Several  defences  were  made  to  this  suit,  the  Defendants  contend- 
ing that  no  waste  according  to  the  will  had  been  committed ;  and 
Elizabeth  Jones  contending  that  there  was  no  right  in  equity 
against  her  as  executrix  of  Horrid  Higgiribotham ;  and  that  if  there 
was,  still  any  claim  against  the  estate  of  Harriet  Higginbofham  was 
barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  no  timber  baring  been  shewn 
to  have  been  cnt  in  her  lifetime  within  six  years  of  the  bill  being 
amended  as  against  her  representative,  and,  moreover,  it  being 
shevni  that  the  remaindermen  were  at  the  time  aware  that  the 
timber  was  cut,  and  complained  about  it. 

The  Yice-Chancellor  Bacon  was  of  opinion  that  waste  had  been 
committed,  and  granted  an  injunction  and  an  account  of  all  timber 
cut  since  the  death  of  the  testator  (1). 

Elisidbelk  Jones  appealed. 


(1)  1872.    March  19. 

Sib  JaiobBaooh,  Y .C,  said  he  had  no 
doubt  tbat  the  Plaintiffs  were  entitled  to 
a  decree  as  the  caae  of  waste  had  heen 
xnade  out.    His  Honour  then  said  >— 

Kow  it  has  heen  argned  that  then 
can  be  no  remedy  against  the  estate  of 
the  late  Sarriei  Higginhotham,  and  the 
Siaiute  of  Limitations  has  heen  relied 
upon  as  an  answer  to  the  Plaintiffs' 
claim  in  that  and  in  other  respects. 
Harriet  Bigginhoiham  died  less  than 
six  years  before  the  filing  of  the  bill ; 
the  statute,  therefore,  in  no  sense  oonld 
be  an  objection  to  the  claim  which  is 
made  against  her  estate,  the  charge 
being  that  she,  while  she  was  tenant 


for  life,  had  despoiled  the  estate  by  con- 
verting  a  part  of  tiie  inheritance  to  her 
own  use,  and  so  maeh  therefore  her 
estate  is  liable  to  make  good  to  the 
persons  interested  in  the  inheritanocL 
As  to  that  I  have  not  heard  any  answer, 
except  that  it  waa  suggested  by  Mr. 
FiBcher  that  Oeni  ▼.  ffarrittm  (Job. 
617)  was  an  authority  to  shew  that 
the  remedy,  if  any,  was  a  remedy  at 
law,  and  that  there  could  he  no  claim 
made  in  this  Court  upon  any  equitable 
grounds.  Now  the  case  of  Omt  y. 
Barriton  is  by  no  means  an  authority 
for  that  proposition.  In  that  case  the 
tenant  who  had  come  into  possession 
of  the  estate  comj^ained  that,  by  the 
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Mr.  Fischer,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Key,  for  the  Appellant : — 

The  right  of  the  reversioner  to  recover  the  value  of  timber  cut 
is  a  legal  right,  and  has  in  this  case  been  barred  by  the  lapse  of 
time,  which  began  to  run,  not  from  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life, 
but  from  the  cutting  of  the  timber :  Garth  v.  Cotton  (1)  ;  Chni  v. 
Harrison  (2).  At  all  events  the  PlaintifiEs  have  no  remedy  in 
equity  against  the  estate  of  Harriet  Higgivhotham  ;  the  only  equity 
in  these  cases  is  the  right  to  an  injunction  to  which  the  right  to 
an  account  is  attached,  and  that  fails  when  the  tenant  for  life  is 
dead :  Jesus  College  v.  Bloome  (3) ;  Seagram  v.  Knight  (4).  No 
doubt  the  present  tenant  for  life  is  also  the  executrix  of  the 
deceased  tenant,  but  that  is  an  accident. 


Theiu  Lobdships  were  of  opinion  that  waste  had  been  committed, 
and  only  called  upon  the  Respondents  as  to  the  waste  committed 
during  the  life  of  the  former  tenant  for  life. 


Mr.  Eadw,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Marten,  for  the  Plaintiffs  :— 

We  have  a  right  to  follow  the  money  into  any  hands  in  which 
we  may  find  it,  and  to  restore  that  which  has  been  taken  from  the 
estate.    Elizabeth  Jones  is  properly  brought  before  the  Court,  and 


wrongful  act  of  the  former  tenant  for 
life,  the  estate  had  been  turned  into 
money,  and  had  been  invested,  that 
the  proceeds  of  the  investment  had 
been  received  by  the  then  tenant  for 
life,  and  that  the  money  so  received 
was  the  PlaintifTs.  The  answer  to 
that  was  that  he  might  bring  an  action 
for  money  had  and  received.  How 
could  the  Plaintiffs  here  bring  any  such 
action  ?  They  have  no  right  to  the  in- 
come of  any  fund,  for  the  timber  has 
been  taken  from  the  estate ;  nor  is  there 
any  analogy  that  I  can  see  between 
Oeni  V.  Harriwn  and  the  present  case. 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  estate  of 
Harriet  Eiggiribciham  is  liable  for  all 
that  she  had  done  in  her  lifetime  by 

(4)  Law  Bep. 


means  of  the  wrongful  cutting,  selling, 
and  dealing  with,  the  timber. 

His  Honour  then  said  that  the  Plain- 
tiffs were  entitled  to  an  account  of  all 
the  timber  cut  If  the  Defendant  had 
any  case  for  allowance  to  be  made  to 
her  for  what  she  had  done  to  the  bene- 
fit of  the  estate,  she  could  shew  that  on 
the  inquiry.  It  was  said  that  the 
amount  of  timber  cut  was  very  small, 
and  ought  not  to  have  been  the  subject 
of  a  suit.  But  that  did  not  at  present 
appear,  and  the  case  must  come  on 
again  for  further  consideration. 

(1)  1  Wh.  &  T.  L.  0.  Srd  Ed.  623, 
660. 

(2)  Joh.  517. 

(3)  3  Atk.  262. 
2  Gh.  628. 
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must   account.     In  JDvJce  of  Leeds  v.  Earl  Amherst  (1)  the  right         ^'  ^^^ 
was  held  to  have  accrued  at  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life.  IS^^ 

Mr.  Kay  J  Q.C.,  Mr.  Bodwell,  and  Mr.  Fiddy  for  other  Defendants. 

Sir  W.  M.  James,  L.J. : — 

In  tbis  case  the  bill  was  filed  by  the  reversioners  under  a  will, 
and  prayed  for  an  injunction  and  for  an  account  of  timber  felle<3  . 
'The  injunction  was  granted,  as  it  appeared  that  there  was  legs^l 
waste  committed  by  felling  trees  beyond  what  was  authorized  l>y^ 
the  wilL      But  what  was  principally  argued  before  us  was  wit-lx 
respect    to   the  timber  cut  during  the  lifetime  of  the  precediis 
tenant  for  life. 

Now  tlie  mere  fact  that  the  present  tenant  for  life  was  also 
executrix  c6nnot  make  any  difference ;  and  to  so  much  of  the  sixi  t. 
.as  seeks  an  account  of  what  was  received  by  the  preceding  tenajx-f: 
for  life  there  appear  to  be  two  answers.    In  the  first  place,  it     is 
•clearly  established  that  a  bill  will  not  lie  for  an  account  of  timb>^x7 
felled  any  more  than  for  any  other  money  demand,  except  wh^x^ 
the  account  is  asked  as  incident  to  an  injunction,  and  that  whex-^^ 
the  Plaintiff  has  no  right  to  an  injunction  he  has  no  right  to 
.account,  and  his  remedy  is  at  law  alone.     In  this  case  the  accou 
prayed  against  the  estate  of  the  deceased  tenant  for  life  is 
incident  to  the  injunction  against  the  present  tenant  for  life. 

The  second  answer  is,  that  the  claim  is  barred  by  the  statu t;^^ 
JBeyond  all  question  it  appears  that  there  was  an  immediate  ri 
of  action.    Legal  waste  had  been  committed,  and  the  right 
action  accrued  when  the  wrong  was  committed,  at  which  time  tl^ 
reversioners  might  have  brought  their  action  for  money  had  an 
received. 

Therefore,  in  my  opinion,  the  bill  has  entirely  failed  so  far 
regards  the  account  against  the  estate  of  Harriet  Higginbotham 
her  executrix  in  regard  to  what  was  done  in  her  lifetime. 

As  to  what  was  received  by  Miss  Jones  after  the  death  ot  Ear* 
riet  Stpginboihanit  she  is  answerable,  and  she  appears  to  have 
received  all  the  money.  The  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  half  of  what 
Miss  Jones  has  so  received,  and  the  other  half  belongs  to  the 

(1)  2  Ph.  117. 
Vol.  VII,  3  JT  1 
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family  of  Mrs.  Beeket.  The  sums  are  very  small,  and  the  Lord 
Justice  and  I  are  of  opinion  that  we  have  materials  enough  to  fix 
the  amounts  without  putting  the  parties  to  any  further  expense. 
[His  Lordship  then  stated  the  amounts.]  As  the  suit  has  partially 
failed,  there  will  be  no  costs. 
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SiPw  G.  Mellish,  L.J ,  concurred. 

Solicitots:  Messrs.  JBrfZ,  Brodrieky  do  Gray;  Mr./.  B.  To\m; 
Messrs.  JPV'rfd,  Boscoe,  &  Francis. 


1    I 


GRAY  V.  SECKHAM. 

[1871    G.     1.] 
tiurthj — Promissory  Note — WimUng-up — Share  of  Dictdeinh. 

Four  directors  of  a  company,  by  way  of  security  for  any  balance  which 
might  be  due  from  the  company  to  a  bank,  gave  the  manager  of  a  branch  of 
the  bank  their  promissory  note  for  £2000,  and  the  manager  indorsed  the  note 
to  the  bank.  The  company  was  wound  up.  The  bank  proved  in  the  wind- 
ing-up for  £3659  as  due  by  the  company  to  the  bank,  and  was  declared 
entitled  to  a  dividend  of  £1051  on  that  sum.  The  bank  afterwards  brought 
an  action  against  one  of  the  makers  of  the  note,  who  paid  the  bank  £2007 
lor  debt  and  interest  due  on  the  note  : — 

Held  (affirming  the  decision  of  BacMi^  V.G.),  that  the  giving  the  note  was 
in  pursuance  of  an  ordinary  contract  of  suretyship,  and  that  the  surety  who 
liad  paid  the  £2067  was  entitled  to  receive  from  the  bank  a  share  of  the 
dividend,  bearing  the  same  proportion  to  the  whole  dividend  as  the  sum 
paid  by  him  bore  to  the  sum  proved  for  by  the  bank. 

The  rule  established  by  Ex  parte  Turner  {!),  that  in  similar  cases  in  bank- 
ruptcy the  sum  paid  by  the  surety  is,  in  calculating  the  proportions  of  divi- 
dend, to  be  considered  as  expunged,  does  not  apply  to  cases  in  winding  up. 

At  the  time  of  making  the  promissory  note  mentioned  below,  the 
London  and  County  Banking  Company  were  the  bankers  of  the 
Gdynog  Llantwit  Colliery  Company^  Limited. 

On  the  10th  of  May,  1865,  8.  L.  Seckham  and  three  other 
directors  of  the  Colliery  Company  made  a  promissory  note,  by 
which  they  promised  to  pay  to  another  director,  H.  Strong  (who 
was  manager  of  a  branch  of  the  bank),  or  order,  the  sum  of  £2000. 

(1)  3  Vei.  243. 
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This  note  was  made  for  the  accommodation  of  the  Colliery  Com-       ^  ^^' 
pany,  and   for  the  purpose  of  being  transferred  to  the  bank  as  a         ^^^ 
security  for  any  balance  which  might  be  due  from  the  Colliery         Oti^Y 
Company  to  the  bank ;  and  the  note  was  accordingly  indorsed  by  ^' 

Strong  to  the  bank. 

On  the  20th  of  July,  1866,  an  order  was  made  for  winding  up 
the  CoUiery  Company,  and  £3659  was  on  the  7th  of  December 
1867,  found   in  the  winding-up  to  be  the  balapco  due  -by  the 
Colliery  Company  to  the  bank.     On  this  sum  of  £3659  a  dividend 
of  £1051  became  payable  to  the  bank  in  the  winding-up. 

In  1868  an  action  on  the  note  was  brought  by  the  bank  against 
Sechham,  in  which  action  judgment  was  obtained ;  and  in  1870 
Seckham  paid  the  bank  £2067^  principal  and  interest  due  on  the 
note. 

Seckham  then  claimed  so  much  of  the  dividend  of  £1051  as  was 
dne  in  respect  of  £2067.  The  bank,  on  the  other  hand,  claimed 
all  the  dividends  coming  to  them  in  the  winding-up  until  they  had 
received  full  payment  of  the  sum  due  to  them. 

The  question  was  brought  before  the  Court  on  a  special  case ;  and 
the  Yice-Chancellor  Bacon,  on  the  26th  of  January,  1872,  decided 
that  Seckham  was  entitled  to  a  part  of  the  dividend  received,  the 
bank  taking  thereout  so  much  as  would  make  up  the  proportion, 
'which  they  would  have  received  upon  the  residue  of  the  debt 
proved  beyond  the  £2067  if  that  £2067  had  been  expunged,  and 
Seekham  taking  the  remainder. 
The  bank  appealed. 

jjf  r.  AmpMett,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Benjamin,  for  the  Appellants : — 

There  is  a  distinction  between  bankruptcy  and  winding-up,  for 
in   a  winding-up  the  claim  of  the  creditor  is  settled,  and  he  is 
entitled  as  a  creditor  for  the  whole  of  that  claim  until  he  has  been 
fully  paid.    That  does  not  interfere  with  his  right  to  proceed  and 
recover  what  he  can  by  other  means :  KdlocVs  Case  (1).    The 
bank  proved  for  the  £3659,  and  having  done  so,  proceeded  to 
realise  their  other  securities,  relying  all  the  time  on  receiving  all 
the  dividends  until  the  debt  was  fully  paid.     The  bank,  in  enter- 
jxxg  into  the  transaction,  intended  to  get  what  they  could  out  of 

(1)  Law  Rep.  8  Ch.  7G9. 
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the  colliery,  and  if  there  was  any  deficiency,  to  come  upon  the 
surety.  Until  the  bank  is  fully  paid,  what  right  has  the  surety  to 
call  upon  the  bank  for  anything  ?  This  was  the  very  object  of  the 
arrangement,  and  on  the  faith  of  it  the  money  was  advanced  by 
the  bank. 

The  dividend  is  distributed  over  the  whole  debt,  and  the  snrety 
will  get  the  benefit  when  we  are  fully  paid  :  BardweU  v.  Lydall  (1). 
The  £2067  is  no  portion  of  the  debt  due  by  the  company,  and 
Seckham  could  not  have  sued  the  company  or  have  proved  in  the 
winding-up.  How,  then,  can  he  receive  a  dividend  ?  He  did  not 
give  any  security  to  the  bank,  for  he  merely  joined  in  giving  a 
note  to  Strong;  and  as  between  the  bank  and  the  colliery  he 
cannot  be  regarded  as  a  surety,  so  as  to  come  within  the  ordinary 
rules. 

[They  referred  to  £b  parte  Turner  (2) ;  Ex  parte  Bushforth  (3) ; 
Foley  V.  Field  (4).] 

Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  jB.  E.  Turner,  for  Mr.  Seckham,  were  not 
called  upon. 


Sib  G.  Mellish,  L.  J. : — 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Yice-Chancellor  Bacon 
on  a  special  case.  [His  Lordship  then  stated  the  questions  asked 
by  the  special  case.]  The  Yice-Chancellor  has  decided  that  Mr. 
Seckham  is  entitled  to  a  portion  of  the  dividend  on  the  £3659,  and 
I  am  of  opinion  that  his  decision  is  correct. 

We  have  to  consider  two  questions — first,  whether  evidence  can 
properly  be  given  that  this  contract  by  the  directors  was  really  a 
contract  of  suretyship ;  iind  secondly,  if  it  was  a  contract  of  surety- 
ship, then,  whether  from  the  form  of  contract  or  from  the  circum- 
stances stated  in  the  special  case,  we  can  infer  that  Mr.  Seckham 
agreed  that,  on  the  colliery  company  being  wound  up,  any  divi- 
dend he  might  otherwise  be  entitled  to  should  go  to  the  bank 
until  the  bank  had  received  208.  in  the  pound  on  the  debt  which 
might  be  due  from  the  company  to  the  bank. 

Now,  as  to  the  facts  of  the  case,  it  appears  to  me  beyond  all 

(1)  7  Bing.  489.         _  ^  (3)  10  Ves.  409. 

(2)  3  Yes.  243.  (4)  12  Ibiil.  435 
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question,    tliat  this  is  simply  the  ordinary  case  of  a  customer  pro-         L.  JJ. 
posing  to  overdraw  his  account  at  a  bank,  and  oflTering  as  security         1872 
the  px-omissory  note  of  third  persons.    I  am  of  opinion  that  it        ^ 
makes  xxo  aiflference  at  all  that  the  company  are  not  themselves     g^.^^^^ 

parties  to  the  note.     I  am  also  of  opinion  that  the  form  of  the         

note  rcL&kes  no  difference,  for  the  agreement  was  in  substance  that 
the  direotors  were  to  give  this  as  a  security  for  the  payment  of  the 
balanoe  due. 

Then  comes  the  question  whether  that  was  a  security  for  a  part 
of  the  debt-  It  seems  to  be  admitted  that,  if  it  was  only  a  security 
for  paort  of  the  debt,  then,  if  one  of  the  makers  of  the  note  has 
paid  the  amount^  he  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  dividend 
quoad  tliat  part.  Yet  it  was  argued,  in  the  first  place,  that 
this  -wcLS  not  a  security  for  a  part  of  the  whole  debt  of  £3659, 
but  was  simply  a  security  for  the  balance  which  might  remain 
unpaid. 

I  am    of  opinion  that  it  was  really  a  security  for  a  part.    The 
question,  if  it  arose  in  a  Court  of  Common  Law,  would  simply  be, 
what  ^was  the  consideration  for  this  note  ?     It  is  quite  plain  that 
there  Mras  no  consideration  at  all  as  between  the  four  directors  who 
signed   the  note  and  Captain  Strong,  nor  between  Captain  Strcmg 
and  the  bank.    The  bank  never  advanced  any  money  or  gave  any 
consideration  to  Captain  Strong^  and  the  only  consideration  for 
the  note  is  the  balance  which  might  from  time  to  time  be  due 
from  tlie  company  to  the  bank.    Therefore  it  was  a  note  given  by 
third   persons,  the  only  consideration  for  which  was  a  debt  to  be 
due,  not  from  any  person  who  signed  the  note,  but  from  the  com- 
pany; and  the  bank  has  so  treated  it^  because  the  company  having 
been    ordered  to  be  wound  up,  the    bank  brought  their  action 
against  Mr.  Seckham  on  his  liability,  and  recovered  from  him  the 
wbole  sum. 

TJpon  this  the  question  arises,  whether  there  is  anything  to 
take  this  case  out  of  the  ordinary  rule  that,  when  a  surety  is  only 
surety  for  a  part  of  the  debt,  and  has  paid  that  part  of  the  debt, 
be  is  entitled  to  receive  the  dividend  which  tlx^  principal  debtor 
pays  in  respect  of  that  sum  which  the  surety  j^      ^sc^vatged. 

I  cannot  see  that  there  is  anything  to  take  -^Yv*.      ftS©  ^^^  ^^  ^^^ 
ordinary  rule.     No  doubt  it  is  now  not  uni^^^  ^^*         ^oTiVwite  oi 
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guaraiitee  to  be  expressly  worded  bo  as  to  eheir  tliat  it  is  intended 
that  such  dividends  may  be  kept ;  and  of  course  by  express  words 
such  a  charge  may  be  efTected,  as  M-as  done  in  the  case  of  Mid- 
land  Satiking  Company  v.  ChavAers  (1).  The  question  for  m 
to  decide  is  whether  snch  an  agreement  has  been  entered  into. 
We  cannot  infer  this  &om  the  simple  fact  tbcit  l^e  instrnment  of 
suretyship  is  in  the  ordinary  form  of  a  promissory  note.  No  doubt 
by  the  form  of  the  note  the  persons  who  sign  the  note  appear,  so 
far  as  the  note  is  concerned,  to  be  the  principal  debtors  ',  but  it 
may  be  always  give^  in  evidence  what  the  consideration  of  tlie 
note  really  wa^  and  b^re  it  appears  that  the  only  consideration  for 
the  note  was  a  debt  due  from  third  parties. 

The  truth  is  that  tihe  introduction  of  such  provisions  into  con- 
tracts for  suretyship  is  a  modem  invention ;  and  certainly  surety- 
ship by  a  promissory  note  is  fax  older  than  those  provisions,  and 
has  existed  as  long  as  promissory  notes  bav»  been  aded  in  this 
country. 

I  am  therefore  of  o^tinion  that  this  case  comes  within  tlie  ordinary 
rule,  and  I  do  not  think  that  there  is  in  this  respect  any  dlfitrenee 
between  a  bankruptcy  and  a  winding-up ;  for  in  ttie  winding-up  of 
a  company  it  is  obvious  that  there  most  be  a  settlemeiit  of  ^very 
possible  claini  against  the  company. 

Then  Mr.  Sechham  having,  at  the  request  of  the  company,  and 
iot  their  interest,  exefented  this  promissory  not^.ianld  having  paid 
the  £2067,  he  isa  creditor  of  the  company  for  that  amount ;  and  he 
would  be  entitled  to  prove  ag^nst'them  for  it'.  It  is  quite  dear 
that  the  bank  cantiot  also  be  entitled' to  prov^,  becaiase'if  tbej 
were,  the  bompany  would  be  paying  the'  dividend  frnce  orer  on 
the  same  debt.  Then  the  qnestidn  is,  which  Of  the  t\vo  is  entided 
to  the  dividend?  It  is  quite  obvions  that  Mr.  iSecJfeAdftt,  not 
having  pledged  tbat  dividend,'  is  the  person  who  is  entitled  to 
receive  it,  he  haVing  in  fact  paid  the  bank,  and  the  bank  BaVing 
received  from  him  that  part  of  the  debt  which  was"  dtie  to  the 
bank.  ,"  '  " ' 

Upon  the'  whole,  I  aUi  of  opinion  that  the  decision  of  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  waS  right,  and  that  this  appeal  most  be  dismissed  with 
costs.  ■  ' 

(1)  Liiw  Rep.  4  Ch.  398. 


Sir  W,  M.  James,  L.J. : — 
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I  am   of  the  same  opinion.    The  distiuction  wh'cli  has  been         oiaA^ 
raised  between  making  a  promissory  note  as  surety  to  a  bapk,  and  ^- 

making  a  promissory  note  and  depositing  it  as  security  to  the 
bank,  ia  too  subtle  for  me. 


• 
Tl^e  Respondents  then  asked  that  the  order  made  by  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  might  be  varied  by  directing  that  Mr.  Seckham  should 
receive    the  proportion  of  dividend  due  on  the  sum  paid  by  hinx 
without  considermg  the  sum  paid  by  him  as  having  been  expunged. 

Sin  W-  M*  Jambs,  L.J.  :— 

.1  aia  of  opinion  that  this  order  must  be  rectified  in  the  way  sug;— 
g^to^.  TUe  c^aes,  E»  parte  Turner  (1)  and  JSx  parte  Bwhforth  (2)  ^ 
were  cases    tinder  the  bankruptcy  laws,  and  it  is  quite  dear  tba^-t^ 
they  xx^y  be  explained  by  reference  to  the  then  state  of  the  law  ci,^ 
to  paytoeats  by  sureties.    In  the  the»i  state  (rf  the  kv  a  8uret;;y- 
paying  a.  4ebt.  after  the  bankruptcy  had  no  meajos  whatever 
proof,  though  h©^  was  entitled  to  his  remedy  against  the  bankru 
to  whom  the  certificate  was  no  discharge.    That  was  the  remedy 
th^  s^etjr  *^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^1  understand  that  it  wopld  be  acoqrd— 
ing  to  cpqimpn  .sense  and  common  equity  for  the  principal  predito^^ 
tp  olaim  the  sam^  rights  as  if  the  surely  bad  paid.the  debt. 
tcf.nnpt  understand  how  it  is  possible  to  apply  the  p;:inciple 
tQ  ae  cftse  of  bankruptcy  but  to  a  case  of  winding-up,,  which  is  t 
^dmiivistr^tiQ]^  o^  ^a  estota  exacUy  similar  to  the  administration^ 
of  the  estatoof  a  deceased  person.  In  th^  q«o>;whqth^r  tlie  debt; 
ia   pai4  at  one  moment  or  at  another  does  not  in  the  slightest;; 
d^a^^ep  i^ffect  the  right  of  proof  against  the  estate,  which  has  alT)ray» 
be«u  Jiabil^  to  exactly  the  samei  amou^nt  of  dividend,  I  am  of  opinioa 
that  thei;«  is  no  analogy  in  this  respect  between  the  cases  of  bank- 
ruptcy and  winding-up.     It  is  clear  that  no  harm  could,  in  any 
con|C5pivabl6  state  of  things,  be  done  to  the  creditor  by  the  mode  in 
vrhich  the.  44ibt  w«b  paid,  either  atx)qe  partic^lar  moment  or  an^ 
other;  and  therefore  there  is  no  ground  for  making  the  deduction 

(1)  3  Vc8*  243.  (2)  10  Y^8.  409. 
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L  JJ.  which  has  been  directed  by  the  order  made.    The  point  is  not 

1872  raised  by  the  special  case,  and  I  am  quite  sure  that  if  it  bad  been, 

Ubay  it  would  not  have  been  considered  reasonable. 
Beckbjm. 

Sir  G.  Mellish,  L  J. : — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  appears  to  me  that  there  is  a 
great  deal  of  differeuce  between  the  wiuding-up  of  a  company  and 
an  ordinary  bankruptcy,  in  this  respect,  that  every  possible  claim 
and  demand  against  the  company  has  to  be  settled  under  tbe 
wiodiDg'Up.  Now  here,  directly  the  debt  of  £2067  was  paid,  there 
was  a  debt  due  from  the  compauy  to  the  surety  who  paid  it.  It 
appears  to  me  that  he  must  be  entitled  to  receive  the  whole  of  tbe 
dividend  in  respect  of  that  debt,  and  I  do  not  see  what  equity  there 
is  to  deprive  him  of  that  part  which  he  is  deprived  of  by  the  order 
of  the  Court  below. 

The  order  of  th«  Court  below  most  be  affirmed  with  this  vanV 
tion,  and  the  Appellants  will  pay  the  costs  of  the  appeal. 

Solicitors  for  the  Bank :  Messrs.  Stevens,  WHkinaon,  db  Harrks. 
Solicitors  for  Mr.  Seckham :  Messrs.  Taylor,  Maton,  tfc  Taylor. 
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KETTLEWELL  v.  BAESTOW. 

[1868    K.    Sa] 

Pniefice — Production  </  Docuinenlt—Ptdigree. 

The  PlBJntifT  filed  hie  Ull  to  eaUbltoh  hit  title  bf  dewrat  toluidBof  wbicb 
J.  F,  died  saiaed  ia  fee.  The  bill  ataied  that  A.  F.  wquired  jiart  of  the  lu^ 
by  deBceDt  rrom  her  maternal  graadroother,  8.  F. ;  that  the  last  purchiuer  of 
them  estates  was  an  ancestor  of  S,  F.,  and  tbat  tbe  FlaintiS'  was  heir-al-Ia"' 
of  anch  ancestor,  and  alao  t^  A.  F.en  parte  natema,  and  tiiat  A,  F.  had  died 
inteatftte,  aad  that  the  Plaintiff  wh  Uneallj  deeoendad  frcm  tha  gRatgnod- 
fathw  of  A  f.iaiid  waabei,beir-at-lan.  The  Defendaota  [deaded  a  denial  of 
tbe  Plaintiff's  heirship  in  bar  to  all  the  relief,  and  to  all  the  discovery  eicejil 
to  so  mucb  of  tbe  bill  as  sought  discovery  whether  the  Plaiatifr  was  lineull]' 
descended  from  A.  'F.^t  great-grand Fkther.  lasuea  wero  direoted  aa  to  ll<t 
PlnintiffV  hwrshiiv  After  this,  the  Pl^oUff  having  applied  for  productios 
of  documeota,  tbe  Defendants  by  their  affidavit  admitted  the  poaeesaioD  of 
a  pedigree,  which  they  had  covered  up,  except  so  much  of  it  as  ahetred  the 
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direct  line  from  S.F.  to  A.  F. ;  and  the  Defendants  stated  by  their  affidavit  X^  ^^ 

that  the  covered  part  evidenced  or  related  to  their  own  title  only,  and  did  X812 

not  evidence  or  tend  to  make  out  the  title  claimed  by  the  Plaintiff,  or  any 

link  therein : —  ^*^  *  '  «. 

Held  (reversing  the  decision  of  Bacon,  V.C),  that  a  pedigree  was  not  to  be 
looked  upon  as  one  indivisible  document  of  which  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  see  the  whole,  and  that  the  parts  covered  were  sufficiently  protected  by 

the  affidavit. 

The  Defendants  objected  to  produce  other  documents  on  the  ground  th&t:* 
peTsons  not  parties  to  the  suit  were  interested  in  them : — 

^eld  (affirming  the  decision  of  Bacon^  V.O.)i  that  this  was  no  ground  fox- 

resisting  production. 

The  Defendants  objected  to  produce  other  documents  on  the  ground  tbLa»t^ 
they  did  not  relate  to  any  issue  or  matter  to  he  tried  at  the  hearing,  but 
documents  to  the  production  of  which  the  Plaintiff  would  be  entitled 
way  of  consequential  relief  if  he  succeeded  on  the  trial  of  any  of  the  i 
but  not  in  any  other  event : — 

Helet  (reversing  the  decision  of  Bcicon,  V.C.),  that  these  documents  wo 

protected. 


This  was  a  motion  by  the  Defendants,  the  Barstows,  by  way- 
appeal  from  port  of  an  order  of  Vice-Chancellor  Bacon. 

The  bill  stated  that  Ann  Fawcett  was,  at  her  death,  seised     of 
certain,  and  also  equitably  entitled  to  other,  freehold  hereditamexx-fcc 
in  the  parishes  therein  mentioned  and  elsewhere  in  the  county-    of 
York,  a^id  seised  for  an  estate  of  inheritance  of  some,  and  equital>Xy 
entitled  to  other,  copyhold  hereditaments  in  those  parishes  &xx<i 
elsewhere  in  the  county  of  York :  that  Sarah  Fawcdt,  the  materxx^^l 
grandmother  of  Ann  Favjcett,  was,  before  her  marriage  with  lx«r 
husband  WiUiam  Fawedi,  Sarah  KeMewea,  spinster,  and  that  A^9^^ 
FawceU  2^<i!aite^  some  parts  of  the  said  freehold  and  copyh.ol<i 
hereditaments  by  descent  from  her :  that  the  last  purchaser     ^f 
these  estates  was  an  ancestor  of  Sarah  Fawcdt,  em  parte  mateurn^^ 
and  that  the  Plaintiff  was  heir-at-law  of  such  ancestor  and  of  An^ 
FawceU,  ex  parte  matemd :  that  Ann  Fawcett  was,  at  her  deatli, 
equitably  entitled  in  fee  simple  to  certain  freehold  estates,  and 
equitably  entitled  to  certain  copyholds,  which,  by  the  settlement 
made  about  1820  or  1822,  on  the  marriage  of  her  father  and 
mother,  were  conveyed  and  assured  to  trustees,  upon  trusts  under 
which,  upon  the  deaths  of  the  father  and  mother,  an  undivided 
moiety  bad  devolved  upon  Ann  FawceH  in  fee,  and  the  other 
moiety  upon  her  sister  Elizabeth  Fawcett  in  f^^ ;  that  Elizabeth 
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Faweelt  married  mie  Jeremiah  or  Jolm  Barstow,  bat  no  mttle> 
meut  ^vas  maiJe  on  their  tnRFriajre :  that  Elizabeth  Baralow  died  in 
1S44  without  issue  in  the  lifetime  of  her  husband,  aod  withont 
having  executed  any  deed  altering  the  derohition  of  her  real 
estate,  and  that  her  moiety  devolved  upon  Ann  Faiecett  as  her 
heiresB-at-law :  that  ^n«  Fawceit  died  in  1856  a  spinster  and 
intestate,  leaving  the  Plaintiff  her  heir-at-law,  and  that  the  Plaintiff 
was  lineally  descended  from  the  great-grandfather  of  Ann  FoMxeH, 
and  was  her  heir-at-law  both  ex  parte  ^ern&  and  «c  parte  matemd, 
aad  also  her  cuetemary  heir :  that  after  the  death  of  Ann  FataxH 
the  Defendants,  B.  Bardow,  John  Barsbm,  and  William  Fateedt, 
obtained  posseseioa  of  her  egtates :  that  the  Defendants  alleged 
(contrary  to  the  fact)  that  EliMMh  Baratow  bad  made  a  valid  dis- 
position  by  will  of  her  moiety  of  the  estates  comprised  iu  her 
mother's  settlemeiit-,  in  favonr  of  her  hnsband,  and  that  the  Defen- 
dants, the  BarsiowB,  claimed  snch  moiety  through  him,  and  that 
the  Defendant  Faweett  claimed  the  other  moiety  of  those  estates, 
and  the  entirety  of  Ann  Fitwcetft  other  lands  as  her  heir-at-laW, 
but  that,  nevertheless,  Fawoett,  in  1899,  fraudulently  obtained 
admittAsAe  tb  the  copyholds  as  heirof  ^nn'Fofcc^.on  tfae  allega- 
tion that^tisai^  Bantow  had  died  intestate,  and  that  her  moiety 
had  descended  oU  Ann  Faumett,  and  by  the  false  representa- 
tion that  he  was  the  heir  of  AmA  Fawc^:' that  the  Defendant 
Favxetl  availed  hiinaelf  of  his  n&nle  to  pretotd  to  be  hfeir  of 
Ann  fawceK,' though  he  and  the  other  Defendaats  knew  Ihit  he 
was  not  related  to  her,  and  the  Defendants  knew  that  thfrHain- 
tiff  was  bet  heir:  that  the  Defendants  had  obtatned  from  the 
trustees  of  the  Settlement  a  eonveyance  of  the  legal  estate  in  part 
of  the  property  comprised  in  the  settlement  so  that  the  Plaintiff 
could  not  try  his  right  at  law :  that  the  Haintiff  had  commenced 
actions  ^of  ejectment  to  recover  parts  of  the  estates,  including 
portions  of  the  estates  coiAprised  in  the  setflement,  but  by  reason 
of  the  fraudulent  detention  of  the  settlement  and  other  title-deeds, 
and  the  fraudulent  conveyance  of  the  legal  estate  from  the  trustees, 
tl>e  Plaintiff  eoold  not  safely  proceed  to  trial.  The  bill  {frayed  that 
it  might  be  declared  that  the  admittance  of  the  Defendant 
Fawatil  to  the  c<^yholds  was  obtained  by  a  fraudalent  representa- 
tioD,  and  that  ^e  Defeadamta  might  be  decreed  to  deliver  up 
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poaaessioji  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  that  the  Deleudaiits  might  set        ^*     " 
forth  a  fall  particular  of  the  deeds  and  doouments  relating  to  the  Z^ 

estates  of  Ann  Fawceti,  and  that  such  title  deeds  might  be^brought 
into  Court  and  used  by  the  Plaintiff  for  the  purposes  of  the  actionB 
of  ejectment  and  in  the  prosecution  of  the  suit.     The  bill  also 
prayed  for  a  discovery  in  whom  the  estates  were  yested,  and  by 
what  asaujcanees ;  £or  a  d^liyery  of  the  deeds  to  the  Plaintiff  on  Ixis 
Gstabliahiug  his  title ;  for  an  account  of  rents ;  and  for  a  receiver « 

WHZiain  F(m<^  having  died  the  suit  was  revived  agaix^^t; 
ThonioB  Fawcett  and  JViHiaw  FavHsett  the  younger^  aa  representixj^^ 
binoL. 

lu  May,  1869,  the  Bareiows  filed  a  plea  and  answer^  by  whdtc^Jb 
tbey  plea4^  in  bar  to  so  mpoh  of  the  bill  as  sought  any  relief 
a^inst  pr  discovery  bom  them,  or  either  of  them,  with  referenet^  ^t^o 
or  ia  connection  with  any  property  which  the  Plaintifl^  by  his  l>iX], 
olaiBied  to  be  entitled  to.  or  iaterested  in  as  heiiva^t-law  ex  pct^^r^e 
poier^d  ot  4^n  Fawcett ;  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not  at  the  deatLi.    Gf 
Ann  Fawcett^  andbad.^ever  been,  and  was  not  now  the  heir-^iut-XA.^ 
ef6>  ;gaxte  ptdennA  of  AnnFaweetL    Aa  to  so  much  of  the  bill     03 
sought  any  relief  against  or  discovery  from  these -Defendants*    C3r 
eiUxer  of  them,  with  reference  to  ot  in  connection  with,  any  pvo- 
perty  which  the  Plaintiff,  by  his  bill,  daimed  to  be  entitled,  to    c^r 
ii^re^d.  in  as  heir-at-law  ex  parfe  mater nA^^  of  Ann  .FfM?^s^s&^ 
except  only  so  much  of  the  bill  as  sought  to  hivfe  it  disoovetir^d 
wbe^r  Sar(ik  Faufcdt  in  the  bill  named  was  net,  before    I^^bt 
xnawifge  with  her  husbapd  WilU(tm  FawceUy  Sarah  KeUlem^f^^^ 
spinster,  and.ajso  except  sOimuch  end  such  part  of  the  bill  (if 
1^  .sought  discovery  whether  the  Plaintiff  waa  or  not  lineally 
scoaded  from  the  great«randfether  of  the  mid  Ann  Fa(u?€eti,  tk^y 
pleaded  in  bar  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not  at  the  time  of  the  dea^t;]} 
of  4nn^  F\iwceU,ejid  had  never  been,  and  was  not  now  the  heir-»a;t*^ 
lavK  ea^.parte  niaternci  of  Ann  Fwwcett.    There  was  a  similar  nogcir- 
live  plea  asi  txi  the  oopybolda,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not  tlie 
customary  heir  KiAnnFawcetL    Then  as  to  all  the  bill,  except 
so  PJtilch  and  sach  parts  thereof  as  they  liad  already  pleaded  toi, 
^^  ^^xcept  so  much  and  such  patt  thereof  aa  was  thereinbefore 
expepted,  they  pleaded  that  the  Plaintiff  wiaa<  not  at  the  time  of 
the  death  of  Ann  Faw^etts  aad  never  had  be^xx  and  v*»  ^^^  ^^ 
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the  heir-at-law  of  any  ancestor  ex  parte  matema  of  Sarah  Faweeti, 
who  was  the  last  parchaser  of  any  hereditamcDts  which  Ann  Fate- 
cfit  died  seised  of  by  descent,  or  in  any  manner  entitled  to  bv 
descent,  from  &trafi  Faveetl,  or  of  any  other  hereditaments  what- 
sooTor  which  Ann  Fmeedt  died  seised  of  or  entitled  to. 

The  Defendants  answered  so  much  of  the  bill  as  sought  disco- 
very as  to  the  matters  excepted  from  the  pleas,  by  stating  their 
ignorance  whether  Sarah  Faweett,  in  the  bill  alleged  to  be  the 
maternal  grandmother  of  Ann  Faioeeit,  was,  before  her  marriage, 
Sarah  KeHleweU,  or  whether  the  Plaintiff  was  lineally  descended 
from  the  great-grandfather  of  Ann  FatoceU. 

On  the  30th  of  June,  1870,  an  order  was  made  directing  issues 
to  be  tried  at  the  hearing  on  evidence  viva  voce — (1).  Whether  the 
Plaintiff  was,  at  the  death  of  Ann  Fancett,  her  heir  ex  parte  pa- 
tevTM.  (2).  Whether  he  is  now  her  heir  ex  parte  paiemd.  (3 — 6). 
Similar  issnes  as  to  heirship  ex  parte  maiama  and  customary  hei^ 
ship.  (7  and  H).  Issues  as  to  the  Plaintiff's  heiriihip  to  any  an- 
cestor ex  parte  maiemd  of  Ann  FavxeU  who  was  last  purchaser. 
(9).  Whether  the  Plaintiff  was  lineally  descended  from  the  great- 
grandfather of  Arm  Fawcett 

The  Plaintiff  having  applied  for  production  of  docnments,  the 
Bantom,  in  January,  1872,  filed  an  affidavit  with  a  schedule  of 
docnments,  but  objected  to  produce  those  in  the  second  part  of 
the  schedule,  on  the  following  grounds  :— 

(1).  As  to  documents  under  the  head  A,  "  on  the  ground  that  the 
same  docnments,  and  every  of  them,  evidence  or  relate  to  oar  own 
title  or  the  title  of  the  Defendants  T.  FavxeU  and  W.  FavK^  only, 
and  do  not  evidence,  make  ont,  support,  or  tend  to  make  oat,  sup* 
port,  or  in  any  other  manner  relate  to  any  estate,  right,  title,  pedi- 
gree, or  heirship  whatsoever  claimed  by  the  Plaintiff,  or  any  part 
or  link  of  or  in  the  same." 

(2).  Documents  under  head  B.  "  Two  copies  pedigree  of  William 
Fawcett."  The  Defendants  objected  to  produce  these  except  as 
sealed  up,  "  on  the  ground  that  such  parts  thereof  as  we  have 
caused  to  be  sealed  up  evidence  or  relate  to  our  own  title  ot  the 
title  of  the  said  co-Defendants  only,  and  do  not  evidence,  make  out, 
support,  or  tend  to  make  out  or  support  or  in  any  other  manner 
relate  to  any  such  estate,  right,  title,  pedigree,  or  heirship  as 
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afox-es£Lid  claimed  by  the  Plaintiff,  or  any  part  or  link  of  or  in  the       L.  JJ. 
same,  or  do  not  relate  to  the  matters  in  question  in  this  canse."  J872 

Tto  part  left  uncovered  ^was  the  pedigree  from  Sarah  FaiioceU  krtlxwxll 
do^WTGi  to  Ann  FawceU,  everything  else  being  sealed  up.  Bamk>w. 

(3).    I>ocament8  C.     '*  On  the  ground  that  the  same  are  in  the        

nstture  of  confidential  communications,  and  are  of  the  several 
desoriptions  more  particularly  set  forth  in  the  part  of  the  said 
aclieclule,  which  is  contained  under  the  heading  C* 

C4:) .  Documents  D.  "  On  the  ground  that  divers  persons  not 
petirties  to  this  suit  are  interested  therein  respectively,  and  we  have 
to  -tlie  best  of  our  knowledge,  information,  and  belief  particularly 
e&t  £orth  under  the  said  heading  the  nature  of  such  interest,  and 
the  names  and  conditions  in  life  of  such  persons  respectively." 

(5).   Documents  Y.     «  On  the  ground  that  the  same  do  not  nor 
do  any  of  them  relate  to  any  issue  or  matter  to  be  tried  at  the 
hearing  of  this  cause ;  but,  as  we  are  advised  and  say,  consist  ex- 
dnsively  of  documents  which  the  Plaintiff  will  be  entitied  to  the 
producstion  of  by  way  of  consequential  relief,  ii^  the  event  of  his 
sacceeding  in  any  of  the  "first  six  issues  in  the  cause ;  but  not 
in    any  other  event,  as  more  fully  appears  by  the  description  which 
we  have  gtven  under  the  same  heading  of  such  documents  respec- 
tively.    And  we  are  advised  and  submit  that,  for  the  present  pur- 
poses c^  this  suit,  such  documents  are  immaterial/'    The  bulk  of 
the    documents  under  this  heading  were  title-deeds  which  had 
belonged  to  Ann  FaweeU. 

The  Plaintiff  took  out  a  summons  to  consider  the  suflSciency  of  f 

this  aflBdavit,  askfaig  to  have  the  pedigree  unsealed,  and  to  have  j 

the  documents  A,  0,  D,  and  Y    produced  for  inspection,  except  ' 

those  since  the  commencement  of  the  litigation.  i 

Vice-Chancellor  Bacon  held  that  a  further  aflBdavit  must  be  J 

made  as  to  A  and  0,  the  descriptions  in  the  schedule  not  being 
suflScientiy  particular.  That  the  pedigree  must  be  unsealed  and 
produced,  and  that  documents  D  and  T  were  uot  protected  (1). 

other  peraoj^g  ate  ixiteiealed  lano  ground 
(1)  1872.  April  26.  for  reaiatiiw.  ^^uclion. 

As  to   j^^  r^v&^  \i«B&mUff  U 
f5iB  James  Bacok,  V.C.  :—  clearly  ^^^  ^\^  pTtAuctiou.    He  \a 

With  regard  to  D,   the    objection      not  obU^^^«^    ^^^e  iVe  T>el«id?.Tx\:s 
^oes  not  go  far  enough.    To  say  that      word  t^^    ^^  ^tl^  ^^^^^  ^^^^  ^^ 
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L.  JJ.      The  order  drawn  ap  Xfsa  that  the  Defendants  should  file  a  farther 

IST2        afBdayit,  should  nncover  and  prodace  the  pedigree,  and  that  the 

iin^iEVEu.  doonmentB  A,  C,  B,  and  Y,  except  ceftam  basdlto  of  papets  of 

BAnmjw     which  particulars  were  to  be*  given  in  the  farliher  affldavit,  and 

—        except  docAmeots  since  the  commenoemeDt  of  the  litigatioD,  were 

to  be  prodoc'ed  for  inBpection. 

Mr.  Eddia,  Q.C.,  and  Ur.  Btut^  Boberis,  for  the  appeal 
motion : — 

We  are  not  boond  to  disclose  an^hing  which,  as  we  swear,  is 
eridence  of  our  own  title,  and  does  not  relate  to  that  of  the 
Plaintiff:  Wigram  on  DiaeoTeiy  (1);  IHrJiint  v.  Lome  (2);  Coutp- 
ton  V.  Earl  Qnif  (3) ;  Lady  ShafieAury  t.  Arrotmmith  (4) ;  Minel  r. 
Morgan  (5).  We  object  to  prodace  the  documents  under  the  head 
D,  on  the  ground  that  other  parties  not  before  the  Court  are 
interested  in  them  :  Taylor  v.  Bundell  (6) ;  BavSt  v.  Cotban  (7). 
We  object  to  produce  those  under  head  Y,  on  the  ground  that 
their  production  ia  not  wanted  for  the  hearing,  and  is  matter  of 
consequential  relief  if  the  Plaintiff  obtains  a  decree:  Tumey  v. 
Bayley  (8) ;  i)e  2a  B.'oe  y.  Dickmton  (9).  A  pedigree  cannot  be  looked 
upon  as  a  single  document ;  it  may  relate  to  several  branches  in 
some  of  which  the  Plaintiff  may  have  no  interest ;  aod  oar  affidavit, 
which  would  be  sufficient  to  protect  separate  documents^  is  enough 
to  protect  the  parts  which  we  have  sealed  up. 

Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Colirell  (who  had  been  informed  by  tlie 


relate  to  liia  taae.  It  is  one  entiic  docu- 
ment, which  be  ia  entitled  to  have  ud- 
mutilsted  and  nnconoesled.  It  is  not 
like  a  book  coutainiog  a  variety  o(  ao- 
coonts,  Eome  of  which  may  relate  t«  the 
suit  and  othen  not;  oi  a  prew  copy 
letter-book  cDDtaining  a  variety  of  ua- 
coonected  letlert. 

Qlien  7,  it  ia  said,  conaiata  of  docu- 
menta  which  the  Plaintiff  may  be 
entitled  to  at  the  bearing,  but  which 
he  ia  not  entitled  to  now  aa  they  do  not 
relate  to  any  iBsne  or  matter  to  be  tried 
at  the  hearing.    That  i*  no  reason  why 


they  ahoald  not  be  produced.  The 
case  in  which  the  PlBtntiff  sued  aa  a 
partner,  and  the  partnerahip  waa  denied, 
does  not  bear  the  moat  remote  analogy 
to  the  present. 

(1)  2nd  Ed.  p.  277. 

(2)  13  Price,  193. 

(3)  1  T.  4  J.  154. 

(4)  4  Vea.  66. 

(5)  Law  Bep.  11  Eq.  284. 

(6)  Cr.  &  Ph.  104,  111. 

(7)  Law  Eep.  5  Ch.  495. 

(8)  12  W.  li.  633. 

(9)  3  K.  &  J.  388. 
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GoxxTTt    that  they  need  not  argue  the  point  as  to  the  documents  C),        I--  J^- 
for  -the  Plaintiflf:—  1W2 

The .  documents  Y  are  not  sufficiently  guarded  by  tlie  affidavit :  Kketi.kw« 
S'm.itH  >r.  DtJiJie  of  Beaufort  (1).  The  truth  of  the  bill  must  at  this  Babsto^ 
&teL^^-  l>a  aBsunbed  for  the  present  purpose :  Qredeg  v«  Moudey  (2). 
J^  podigree  is  a  document  which  is  inseparable,  and  the  whole 
xnrist;  be  produced :  HyUon  v.  Morgan  (3) ;  Rwmboli  v,  Forteaih  (4). 
A.  s£"xriilar  principle  was  acted  on  in  Lusccnribe  y.  Steer  (6)  and 
CcL'm^BT'  v.  Finto  Leite  (6).  The  Defendant  is  not  to  be  judge 
^v^Iic1;lier  a  document' j)rifnd  fd&ie  relating  to  matters  in  the  suit 
does  TXGt  assist  the  Plaintiff's  case: 

THe  pedigree eKparfepoAw^na  immaterial  to  the  PlaintMT,  because 
jj^     ol Aitnii^g  ex  parie  matemA,  must  exhaust  the  paternal  line  to 

m&ko  oii't  his 'case. 

♦ 

Srxt  AV*  M!-  James,  L.J. :— * 

The    documents  classed  under  the  head  D  are  not  protected. 
If  dooiim®^*^  are  in  the  joint  possession  of  the  Defendants  and  a 

xiot  before  the  Court,  their  production  will  not  be  ordered, 
-the  Court  will  not  order  the  Defendants  to  do  what  they 
power  to  do ;  but  it  is  no  ground  for  resisting  production 
rtTct*  ^  pexson  not  before  the  Court  has  an  interest  in  the  documents. 
The  <Jocixments  Y  are  sufficiently  protected,  the  Defendants  havin 
positively  that  they  do  not  relate  to  anything  which  has  to 
decided  at  the  hearing.    As  regards  the  documents  under  the 
i^L^uA  A^9  ^^^  ^^^^^  appears  to  bare  been  drawn  up  per  incuriam, 
^Y^^  Vice-Chancellor,  as  appears  by  his  judgment,  intended  to 
Bis  decision  until  a  further  affidavit  had  been  made, 
regards  the  pedigree,  it  was  contended  that  a  pedigree  is  one 
,  3  document,  of  which  the  Plaintiff,  if  entitled  to  see  part,  is 
^^iiled  to  see  the  whole,  and  that  the  Defendants  therefore  can- 
^'"i^t  seal  up  any  part  of  it.    In  support  of  this,  Mr.  Kay  referred  to 
^xitUorities  which  seem  to  me  to    establish  the  contrary.    One 
docixment  of  this  nature  may  contain  the  pedigrees  of  several 
people— of  the  Plaintiff,  of  the  Defendants,  and  of  strangers  to  the 

(1)  1  Hare,  507  ;  1  Ph.  209.  (^)  ^  j^'  ^  J.  748,  7-52. 

(2)  2  K.  &  J.  28S.  ^^l  J'  ^-  J^  rCb.)  ^^^• 

(3)  6  Ves.  293.  (^^)  ^^^  H^    7  Cb.  '^' 
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L.  JJ,      cause.    There  is,  tber^orei  no  weight  ia  that  contantioi].    The 

1872        oalj  qaeatJon  on  which  some  doubt  passed  through  our  minds  was 

Ebttl^well  wbetli^i^  some  of  the  {utrts  sealed  up,  thjough  not  containing  the 

BabStow.    Plaintiff's  pedigree,  flijght  not  assist  h"a  in  provipghis  case: 

—        but  the  Defendftntsi  have  positively  sworn  that  the  parts  whicli 

they  have  covered  vp,  do  not  relate  to  the  Plaintiff's  case.    In  u 

case  like  the  present,  where  the  Plaintiff  gives  no  information  as  lo 

his  own  pedigree,  bnt  merely  states  in  his  bill  that  he  is  heir 

ex  parte  matemd,  it  would  be  veiy  dangwcms  if  be  were  allowed  to 

enter  upon  a  roving  inquiry  which  might  result  in  his  finding 

Haws  in  the  title  of  the  Defendants  for  the  benefit  of  somebodT 

else.    The  Plaintiff  is  in  substance  saying,  "If  yon  shew  me  aJl 

your  document,  I  may  find  evi<^nce  which  will  enable  me  to  turn 

you  out  of  possession."    Dvery  document  iu  the  possession  of  the 

Defendants  may  in  some  indirect  way  help  the  Plaintiff  to  prore 

something ;  bat  before  we  can  order  this  pedigree  to  be  uncovered, 

after  such  an  affidavit  as '  the  DeTenduitB  have  made,  we  must  see 

reason  to  believe  that  the  covered  part  contains  what  would 

tend  to  prove  something  which  the  Plaintiff  has  to  prove  at  the 

hearing. 

Sib  a.  Mell;6H,  L  J. : — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This  case  is  one  ill  which  we  ought 
to  be  very  cautious  as  to  ordering  discovery.  The  intestate  died 
in  1858  possessed  of  a  considerable  estate,  and  the  Defsodants 
are  in  possession  both  of  the  estates  and  the  documents  of  title. 
The  Plaintiff  states  his  title  iu  the  vaguest  way,  so  that  one  cannot 
help  suspecting  this  to  be  a  mere  fishing  bill,  where  the  Plaintiff 
is  not  aware  of  any  title  in  himself,  but  is  trying  to  find  out 
whether  he  has  not  one.  The  Defendants  produce  the  pedigree 
of  the  family,  and  leave  it  uncovered  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the 
direct  line  through  wliicb  the  Plaintiff  claims,  but  cover  up  the 
rest  on  an  affidavit  that  it  does  not  relate  to  the  pedigree  of  the 
Plaintiff,  but  either  relates  only  to  the  pedigree  and  title  of  tlie 
Defendants,  or  does  not  relate  to  anything  at  issue  in  the  cause. 
I  cannot  agree  that  a  pedigree  is  to  be  taken,  as  agreements  some- 
times have  been,  as  an  indivisible  document  of  wliich  the  whole 
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miist;  be  produced.    We  do  not  know  the  Phdntirs  case,  and  can-       I-.JJ. 
xio^  see  that  tlie  discovery  sought  has  any  bearing  upon  it.     The        1872 
-^^^^Tid&nta  swear  that  it  has  not,  and  under  such  circumstances  EmuwuL 
it  oug^ht  not  to  be  ordered,  for  its  production  might  be  very  pre-    bakstow 
J**™-*^^^^  to  the  Defendants,  by  disclosing  something  which  would  be 
misohie^otis    to  them  in  proceedings  between  them  and  third 


Solicitors  :  Messrs.  Johnson  &  WeatheraBs;  3Ir.  Eemdey. 


ys:  &  co.'s  perseverance  ironworks  v.  j^  jj 

OLLIER.  ,3^ ' 

[1870    R.    148.]  J^^o. 

JSquUabU  Aatignment — BiU  of  Exchange  drawn  agoMuA  Cargo. 

J[?.  consigned  to  the  Defendants  by  the  ship  Acaeia  a  cargo  which  bad 
locexi  pixrcbaaed  at  the  joint  risk  of  himself  and  the  Defendants,  and  advised 
^Iftem.  of  the  particulars  of  bills  which  he  had  drawn  against  the  caigo  pay- 
^i\y\g^    to   liis  own  order.    The  Defendants  replied^  promising  to  protect  the 
'bills-       -^-  indorsed  to  the  Plaintiffs  three  of  these  bills,  which  ran,  **  Pay  to 
WiiG  order  of  myaelf  the  sum  of  £  sterling,  which  place  to  account  cargo 

— ^P  ^J*     B,  having  stopped  pajrment,  the  Defendants  refused  to  accept  the 
l^ills  *  l>^^  ^^^  selling  the  cargo^  offered  to  pay  to  the  Plaintiffs  the  surplus 
^f  tlie  proceeds,  after  satisfying  a  balance  due  to  them  from  B,  on  Xhe  general 
^^^ocoont  between  them.    The  Plaintiffi  refused  to  accept  this,  and  filed  their 
l>ill,  claiming  a  lien  for  the  full  amount  of  the  three  bills  :^ 

Held  (affirming  the  decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls)^  that  the  Plaintiffs 
lia.d  no  lien  on  the  proceeds  of  the  cargo. 
Friih  V.  Forbes  (1)  discussed. 

•T^  H^XS  was  an  appeal  by  the  Plaintiffs  from  an  order  of  the  Master 
of  tte  Bolls  dismissing  their  bill,  which  was  filed  to  establish  a 
lieTi  on  the  proceeds  of  a  certain  cargo. 

Xn  November,  1869,  F.  C.  Brown,  of  IbraUa,  in  the  Banubian 
J^rincipalUieSf  consigned  to  the  Defendants  a  cargo  of  maize  by  the 
sliip  Acacia,  and  on  the  9th  of  November  sent  to  them  a  letter  of 
tbat  date,  which,  after  stating  that  the  bill  of  lading  was  inclosed, 

(1)  4  D.  F.  &  J.  409. 
Vol.  VII.  3  Zr  1 
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L.  JJ.       and  that  the  invoice  would  be  sent  by  the  next  poet,  proceeded  as 
1872       follows : — 

^"^mk'^*     "Against  this  cargo  I  beg  to  advise  haying  drawn  to  account  on 
your  good  selves  as  follows,  under  this  day's  date : — 
No.  779 


iBONTrOIIEe 


780 

230 

781 

240 

3  m,  date 

782 

250 

Older  myselt 

783 

280 

784 

800 

£1500 
which  ^ease  protect  on  preeentatioo." 

The  bill  of  lading  was  not  inclosed  in  this  letter,  bat  was  sent 
to  Oilier  &  Cciii  another  letter  of  the  same  date.  The  l^ter  set 
ont  above  was  received  by  Oilier  &  Co.  before  the  arrival  of  the 
bill  of  lading,  and  on  the  15Ui  of  Kovember  they  wrote  to  Brova 
as  follows  i — 

"Your  next  will  doabtless  hand  us  bill  of  lading  for  the  maize, 
as  it  was  not  included  in  your  last.  We  confirm  remarks  in  oor 
last  on  the  subject  of  the  sale,  and  you  may  rely  on  oor  doing  dor 
best,  and  keeping  a  dbarp  look  out  abcnit  the  weight,  which  we 
always  find  it  necessary  to  do.  Your  drafts  on  account  of  this 
cai^  sbail  have  due  protection." 

On  the  19tb  of  Kovember,  1869,  the  Defendants  having  received 
the  bill  of  lading,  sent  to  Broien  a  letter,  which  was  in  part  as 
follows : — 

"  We  confirm  our  last  of  15th  instant,  and  have  yoois  of  9th 
with  bill  of  lading,  per  Acacia,  for  1350  quarters  ntaize,  and  we 
await  your  neit  with  invoice.  Noting  all  you  say  about  weight 
and  days,  which  shall  have  our  best  attention.  Your  six  drafts 
against  this  cargo,  £1500  total,  shall  be  duly  honoured." 

After  receiving  this  letter,  Brown,  who  was  indebted  to  the 
Plaintiffs  on  account  current,  indorsed  the  last  three  bills,  782, 
763, 784,  to  the  PlaintiSs,  and  sent  them  to  the  Flaintifb  inclosed 
in  the  following  letter : —  , 
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"I  l>eg  to  inclose  herewith  three  drafts  for  L.  jj. 

2gQ  Order  myself  on  Messrs.  OUier  &  Co.^  of  London,  at  ^^^^^^^^^ , 
OQQ       3  m.  date  from  9th  inst. 


Iboitwobxs 


sterlings  ^wliich  at  maturity  please  pass  to  my  credit. 
The  bills  were  in  the  following  form : — 


*t 


**IiyrcUla.,  Nor.  9,  1869.  Exchange  for  £250  sterling.  At 
three  months  date  of  this,  first  <rf  exchange ;  second  and  third  not 
paid,  pay  to  the  order  of  myself  the  snm  of  £250  sterling  value, 
which  place  to  account  cargo  per  -4.,  as  advised  by  this  day's 
pogt,  "  Fredk.  C.  Brown. 

**  To  Messrs.  OUier  db  Cb. 
«•  Ko.  782.'' 

The  indorsement  on  each  was — 

"  Pay  to  the  order  of  Messrs.  Bobey  &  Co.y  Limited^  value  re- 
eeived.  "  Ibraila,  Nov.  23, 1869. 

«  Fred.  C.  Brovm." 

On  the  6th  of  December,  1869,  the  Plaintiffs  received  the  drafts 
and  forwarded  them  to  the  Defendants^  who  returned  them  un- 
accepted, Broum  having  in  the  meantime  stopped  payment. 

The  Defendants  having  received  and  sold  the  cargo^  the  Plain- 
tiflb  filed  their  bill  to  establish  a  lien  on  the  proceeds  for  the 
amount  of  the  three  drafts  held  by  them. 

Brown  up  to  his  stoppage  had  acted  as  agent  at  IbraUa  for  the 
I>efendants,  and  he  and  the  Defendants  occasionally  undertook 
speculations  at  their  joint  risk,  though  there  was  no  general  part- 
nership between  them.    The  purchase  of  the  cargo  of  the  AcaMa 
was  one  of  these  joint  speculations.    The  ordinary  course  of  busi- 
ness was,  that  Brown  consigned  cargoes  to  the  Defendants,  and 
drew  bills  upon  the  Defendants  against  such  cargoea     The  Defen- 
dants kept  a  general  account  current  with  Brown,  in  which  they 
debited  him  with  the  drafts  drawn  by  him,  and  accepted  by  them, 
and  credited  him  with  the  invoice  price  of  the  cargoes  on  their 
arrival;  and  when  the  purchase  was  at  their  joint  risk  he  was 

3X2  '  1 
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L.  JJ.      credited  witli  hia  share  of  profit  or  loss  after  the  e«'go  had  beat 
1872        Bold.    All  ooDsigomeate,  whether  on  joint  risk  or  not,  vere  passed 
j[,)P^^Oo-g  through  tluB  acQount  current. 

I'EBn-  Qn  the  &d  of  November,  186!),  the  balsqce  of  this  account  was 

Ironwobu  slightly  against  Brotm,  and  aevera)  tfamactioss.  at  their  jomt  risk 
.  OLLtBt.  were  then  peoding.  The  Defendants  alleged  that  on  the  account 
being  baUooed  at  the  end  of  IS6P,  after  these  trsDSBctione  had 
beeti  'Wound  up,  the  maa  d  £138  13$.  8d.  onlj  was  due  to  Brom. 
ThiBsun  the  Defendant*  before  suit  offered  to  pay  to  the  Flaintifli, 
who  refused  to  accept  Jt^  and  claimed  the  full  amount  of  the  tluw 
hills. 

The  Master  of  the  Bolls  diamissed  the  Pli^tifia'  bill. with  codi, 
and  from  this  order  the  Plaintiffs  now  appealed. 

Sir  B.  BaggaJlay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Speei,  for  the  Appellants,  re- 
lied on  Frith  T.  ForheB  (1)  as  governing  the  present  case. 

Mr.  Southgaie,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  MOler,  Q.C.,  for  the  Eespondenti 

Sir  W.  M.  James,  L.J.:— 

I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  merely  because  a  bill  of  eichange 
purports  to  be  dmwn  againBt  a  particular  cargo-it  oarrifls  a  lie»(n 
that  cargo  into  the  hands  of  every  holder  of  the  bill.  In  !FW(5  t. 
i<Vrl>««  there  were  grounds  for  saying  that  the  intsctioQ  ,itbs  to 
give  'Fr^h;  Smtds,  &  Ga.  «a  «^TiitabI«  iuterert;  ki  l^e  cargo^  for-  the 
letters  of  the  (Jonsignor  to' the  consignees' referred  to  bills  of 
e^changp  whj^  the  coi;LSJgi}or  h^  drawn  in  favour  of  JFVi^  Sax^, 
&.Q»i  •  Htfre' the  referauoa  is  only  talulls  whi^  tiie  ecnaigiior  had 
difaWnto  hh  owii  ordw,  hot  mentioning  ajty  tfhird  i«rtitt.  1° 
jVifA  T.  Forhea  the  cargo  was  the  property  pf  t&e  consignor,  who 
had  Ml  right  to  dispose  of  the  proceeds  as  he  pleae^;  h^re^rwn 
was  not  (heownearof  the  cargo  but  had  tmly  a  joint  interest  in  it 
Moreover,  his  letters  to  the  Defendants  were  not  communicated  to 
the  vPlaintiffs,  who  di4  not  advance  their  money  on  the  faith  of 
them.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  Plaintiffs  have  nojncti 
lien  OS  they  claim,  and  that  their  bill  was  rightly  dismissed.  The 
decision  in  Fry£h  v.  Forbes  turned  upon  special  circuinstances,  and 
can  hardly  be  treated  as  governing  any  other  case.  ' 
(1)  4  D.  F.  &  J;  409. 
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I  Am.  of  tile  same  opinion.    The  indorsement  of  a  bill  gires  only        ^^^ 
a-    riglil;   to  the  bill,  and  I  do  not  think  that  any  x^iercantile  man  Robkt  &  Co.s 
^woixld    suppose,  becaiise  he  saw  in  the  bill  the  wbrds  *«  which  place      irw^o^ 
to    Aooouht   cargo  per  A:,^  that  he  was  to  have'  a  Ifen  on  that 
car^o.       JL  mercantile  man  who  is  intended  to  hare  a  lien  on  a 
carg^o    expects  to  hare  the  bill  bf  lading  atmexed ;  if  there  is  no 
bill  o? '  lading:  ann(6x6d'  he  only  expects  to  g^t  the  security  of  the 
bill  itself.       In  FHtK  r.  Forbes  (1)  the  Court '  donsidered  that,  taking 
all  't;lio  *  leiters  together,  there  was  all  equitable  assignihent.     Here 
JBro^OT^  biad  no  right  to  make  an  equitable  assignment,  and  did  not, 
in  'my  opinion,  purpWt  to  iffake  one:    ■ '    '  •  •  .  r  .      i 

Solioitors  :  Messrs.  Siocken  <fe  Jupp  ;  Messrs.  Taylor,  Hoare,  dt 
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_  A£ineral8''^hina  Clivy —*  ReservaHon  —  RighU  of  Mine  Ownct' 

9/^rx*TAch%Bem€nt'-MiBd€8cnp(i9n-^InJuMtion^^'*  Threaten  and  Intend."* 


of 


^_  1V99  the  Duke  of  ComioaU,  as  lord  of  a  manor,  gnuited  the  ftwhold  ia 
^opyliold  tenement  to  the  <K)pyho)der,  reseryio^'^all  mines  and  minerala 
-  -      and  nnder  the  premises  with  fuU  an^  tree,  liberty  of  ingi^sa,  egress. 
__,jre«^  to  dig  and  search  for,  and  to  take,  use,  and  work  the  said  ex- 
'f^iQ^    mines  and  minerals,*  the  deed  not  containing  any  provision  for 
opensation.    Under  the  tenement  "sna  a  bed  of  china  clay,  the  existence 
virliic^  did  not  appear  to  have  been  contemplated  by  either  party  at  the 
tiixie.  no  ^^^^  ^^7  leaving  ever  been  gotten  out  of  the  lands  of  the  duchy, 
-tbongb.  the  existence  of  tin  was  well  known.  It  was  admitted  in  the  cause  that 
cbinA  clay  could  not  be  gotten  without  totally  destroying  the  surface,  and 
-the  process  of  getting  tin  by  "  streaming''  which  was  an  ancient,  and  at  the 
t;ixixe  of  the  grant  the  most  usual,  mode  of  getting  tin,  was  almost  equally 
aestnictive.     A  bill  by  the  owner  of  the  surface  to  restrain  the  owner  of  the 
^niinerals  from  getting  china  cUy  having  been  dismissed  by  Wiclcens,  V.C, 
oo  the  ground  that  the  reservation  included  china  clay  with  the  power  to 
get  it  :— 

JJtId,  on  appeal,  that  the  china  clay  was  included  i^  ^^^  reservations,  but 
that  the  surface-owner  was  entitled  to  an  injunction  to  tosirain  the  owner  of 

(1)  4  D.  F.  A  J'  409. 
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tiie  nunenda  from  getttng  it  in  nicti  a  vsy  u  to  destroy  or  Bcrtoatl;  hqtm 
the  Borrioe. 

When  a  landowoer  sella  the  surface,  reserring  to  hinueU  the  mtntnli 
with  power  to  get  them,  lie  miist,  if  he  intends  to  hare  power  to  get  IbeQ  in 
a  way  which  will  destrc^  the  surrnce,  frame  the  reserratioii'iii  mchinvu 
to  shew  clearly  that  he  is  intended  to  have  that  power. 

'llie  deed  granted  the  property  by  the  dcficiiptioo  of  "All  tiist  cepjlwld 
tenement  called  Orn/i,  consisting  of  a  honae  with  direra  jttrcels  of  lind, 
containuig  103  acres  (that  is  to  aay)  "  then  followed  parcels,  concludiD;  wdh 
"a  parcel  of  land  running  with  O.  Moor,  containing  twentj-seten  WM, 
which  said  tenemwt,  called  Qrtyt,  is  now  hdd  ftx'  the  life  of  0.  £  bj  copj 
of  Court  roll"  ! — 

Edd,  that  on  the  construction  of  this  grant,  a  piece  of  nninolosed  Uitd, 
containing  twcaty-seven  acres,  and  forming  part  of  the  waste  of  the  muKu, 
and  proved  never  to  have  been  a  part  of  the  oopyfaoM  tenement,  did  nM 
paw,  althongh  there  wta  nothing  else  to  answtr  the  twenty'seven  iocs  mo- 
tioned in  the  deed,  and  the  103  acres  coold  not  be  made  np  trithoat  it 

The  DeTendanla  Cand/.^wbowere  entitled  to  the  minerals  nnderCJrc^li*^ 
granted  a  lease  to  their  co-Defendonts  of  the  china  clay  under  vaiioat  luiJij 
includiDg  gt«at  part  of  (Trvjn.  The  leaaaea  had  entered  Oreys  for  the  pnrpM 
of  getting  obina  clay,  bat  had  not  got  any,  and  long  before  the  bill  wm  EM 
bad  ceased  to  occupy  any  part  of  that  eatate,  and  were  getting  clay  onljtraa 
the  twenty-seven  acres  of  which  the  PlaintiSa  claimed  to  be  owners,  but  to 
vrhi^  they  were  decided  not  to  be  antitled.  TbeDefendanta  bythdrsniwen 
stated  that  they  bad  no  inteotiaB  of  getting  clay  at  pnmit  tmt  of  (?rv> 
bat  they  inusted  that  they  were  entitled  to  do  so  :— 

Held,  that  the  Defendants  "  threatened  "  to  get  the  clay  so  as  to  give  liit 
Court  jurtsdictjun  to  interrere  by  iojunction. 

XHIS  was  an  appeal  hj  the  Flaintiffe  from  a  decree  of  ^ce- 
ChaBcdlor  Widcera  dismissing  the  bill. 

By  deed  or  certificate  of  contract  dated  the  4th  of  JsDtury, 
1799,  onder  tlie  hand  of  the  SnrreyDr-^oeral  for  the  Ducliy  of 
CorwcaU,  and  execnted  in  accordance  with  the  Acts  for  the  redemp- 
tion of  land  tax,  the  then  Dake  of  ComwaS,  as  lord  of  the  manor 
of  JVeverhyn  Covrtenay^  conveyed  to  CharUt  Baahleiffh  the  fee 
simple  and  inheritance  of  "  All  tiiat  customary  or  copyhold  tene- 
ment, called  6rei/a,  with  the  appurtenances,  parcel  of  the  before- 
mentioned  manor  of  Treverhyn  Courlmat/,  conEosting  of  a  honse, 
garden,  farm-yard,  mowhay  and  ofBces,  containing  by  admeosiue- 
ment  3b.  33p.,with  divers  closes  and  parcels  of  ground,  containing 
also  by  admeasurement  103a.  1b.  39p.,  or  thereabouts  (that  is  to 
Bay) "  [here  followed  parcel^  concluding  with]  "  and  a  parcel  of 
land  running  with  Oarka  Moor,  containing  27a.  2r.,  which  mi 
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called  Ch'eys  is  now  held  for  the  life  of  John  Sext, 
>  under  the  yearly  rent  of  15«.  3d.f  by  copy  of  conrt  roll 
date  the  20th  of  September,  1771,  together  with  all  timber 
a^ixd  other  trees,  waters,  watercourses,  roads^  ways,  easements, 
\,  profits,  priyileges,  emolamaxts,  and  advantages  what- 
'to  t;he  said  seyeral  and  lespeetire  premises  belonging  or 
"    The  deed  contained  the  following  exception  and 


**  ^Elacoepting  nevBrtheless  and  always  reserving  unto  his  said 
I^oy^'l     13iglines8  the  Prince  of  Wales,  his  heirs  and  snccessors, 

oJT   Cornwall^  all  mines  and  minerals  within  and  under  the 
and  respective  premises,  or  any  part  thereof,  together 
Axil   and  free  liberty  of  ingress,  egress,  and  regress  to  and 
8a>id  "Royal  Highness,  his  heirs  and  successors,  and  his  and 
offi-cers,  agents,  .and  workmen,  and  to  and  for  the  lessee  or 
of  his  said  Boyal  Highness,  his  heirs  and  saccessors,  and 
"Ai^  Cftgezitd  and  workmen  6f  such  lessee  and  lessees,  into  and  out  of 

several  premises  and  every  part  thereof  with  or  without 
ecui»,  and  carriages,  to  dig  and  search  for,  and  to  take,  use, 
xtzid  MTork  the  said  excepted  mines  and  nunerals." 

Xn.   iJie  next  month  Bashleiffh  conveyed  the  above  premises  to 
JSarrvuel  Mext  (who  was  entitled  to  the  copyhold  interest  in  the 
•property )»   his  heirs  and  assigns.     The  FlaintifiEs  were  the  suc- 
ga^ra  in.  title  otSamud  Eaoek  ' 

rj^l^e  Plaintiffs  alleged  that  a  certain  part  of  Qarka  Moor,  which 

xio1>  indoBod,  bot  was  distinguished  by  certain  landmarks,  was 

.|^^  27  a*  2iu  myentioned  in  the  conveyance.  This  was  distinguished 

iix  tlie  hill  as  "  the  unindosed  part  of  the  Qreys  estate."    Under 

tbis  land,  as  well  as  under  the  indosures  of  the  (^reifs  estate,  was 

^  \>ed  of  china  clay.    The  Defendants  Otll  and  Ivimet/,  who  had 

\>ecome  entitled  to  tiie  mines  and  minerals  comprised  in  the  above 

resorvatipn,  had  granted  in  1868  a  lease  to  the  Defendants,  Derry 

^nd  Sbott,  of  the  china  clay  under  certain  lands,  including  the  twenty- 

eeven  acres  and  the  greater  part  of  the  Qreys  estate.    Under  this 

lease  Berry  and  Soatt  got  a  quantity  of  china  clay  from  under  that 

part  of  the  moor  which  the  Plaintiffs  claimed  as  the  uninclosed  part 

of  the  Qreys  estate ;  and  on  one  occasion,  more  than  a  year  before 

*he  filing  of  the  bill,  they  entered  on  some  of  tlxe  inclosed  lands 
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witli  tiie  intentiOD  of  getttog  china  elay  there,  which  'istetitioa 
howerei'  they  ^most  immedlftt^ly  abandoned,  and  did  inot  agmin 
ent^.  The  getting  of  china  olay  is  carried  (m  by  open  'n-eitingSr 
which  canse  an  entire  destruction  of  the  Burfaee,  aadttt  vai 
admitted  on  both  sides  that  the  ol&y  could  not  be  got  otlienm& 

The  Flainttffo  fited  their  bill:  alleging  that  the  leneeB  t^TesiaDed 
to  enter,  if  they  had  not  already  entered,  upon' the  Oreya  aetata  ^ 
a9  well  the  fncloaed  as  the  TinmcloBed  parte  thereof;. andtOTOom^ 
mence  -working  6iv  chinet  day  thereon.  The  pluatiA  oharged  that 
(he  china  ctey  ir&s  not  a  mitierat  'inoloded  in  the  reseiraitioB'  of 
min^  and  mtneralB,  ami  tbat  no' oAe  entitled  to  the  mines  and 
mlneraU  ilndor  th^  resetration  hadltny  aathmltiy'to  E^.thieaki)7 
open  workings. "  The -bill  prayed  fra- an  injnaoti<»l<  to  lesttahutiie 
Defendants  from  getting  china  clayo>iitof  tbe'^frw^iaattrte^aDdiCifv 
hnace^athfth^  china  ^yalreadygottmii :      i  a  j   ..  i 

1%e  Sefehdanta  €MteinAh/me^^by'th(maAamxtMt(A>AiaA<ik 
or&bonCtbe  reignof  ifiMi^  VI.(ih»  anoiaat  auMor  eF'S^tworiv^, 
having  devolred  apon  two  co-heiresees,  was  divided  into  >  two 
inianors,' TVev^fijm  C^jbrAMlay,  an 4  'SfVetwi^  !r»evaHioOf^jAit\a.t 
ceHain  ancient  teMments  ofthe  miandr  of  !ZV«Mriy»  weteiallDU^ 
in  aeveralty  to  the  two  new  manors;  hut  that  thbtv^rtesynof 
vhich'G'arAttir<NM*'ttae  'part,iwette  not  90'allottsd,-ba«nrflie/faeld 
jb'iotntiittittii.  I^y  Wi^'ttn'to'teyitbat  tk&drajnieataU'WiaB^fattad 
'ti>^T*v>^i^Gifui>Mnay;  iiat vtMmsietedeDtlrely'Vf'iddvntpHk^, 
an4'  tfaat'titere  wo^  hd  anitaoIcisied'gtiiiiiul'beloDgiilg  t^itj/ond^thot 
tiie  nHiii6^dF^eoM^'<%uW(n(i!r'«al}iwl7^aitfae'piQpeTtjl]i^'iJke 
Dtlt^iy  oPGonmiixlt,-ike  vMnAr^rf  dfnvsri^ftilFrtwdi'm' >bdei%nig 
-tO'andthei'-owaer.  Iii'iei&fiWtAd'Jvfmqppilrahaseddlie^iaMpiKif 
2V#t«fft^'€!i^u«*fefMy;>wkh  ill  il»  rigtits  aaud' ai^JmtsdaDpee;  axd 
in  l!ee  the  BMi^  «f  ^Pmttitbffn  ^f^Minwn.  They  ikisA-  betaiHB 
owners  of  ^ui«iAl'tlSih6'etnatitjoii€arka'Mo»'.^  Xhfey -deaied 
Che'titUof  the'PlaTnt4!G&  tothe  naisclosed'iknd.^legedito.iDam 
part  6f-th^  Glt^i  estht^J  aiaddbnied  tbat  any  idnna  ola^.bad  been 
gottett«titdf'any'IftBdt4whiohtheFlaintifb'itsxeeiitHlpd^  Hey 
went  on  to  say  that' the  lessees  hAdnoti  ''aay.pft8ent<)Btadiiisiu"iof 
^at6Ping  apon ■tiie'Oreyt  estate  for  the  >  purpose  of  getting. .china 
'«lay  lor  aoy  other  miheVal ;  and  thM  iiwaS'  tbe  dmce'of  itiMiu 
(Gill  stA  Ivinuj/)  that  the  Qrei/»  estate 'f  sboald  nobiat  pr^eulube 
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with ;"  and  thAt  Derry  and  80QU,  ia  compliaBce  with  that       U  J-^- 
cieeijcoy  liad  abstained,  from  interfering  with  it    Bat  they  {QiU  and        ^^ 
jTf^mfM^^^y)    insiated  that  by.  reason  of  the  reservatiou   they   were       bjsjst 
e(Kii%ii;led  to  the  china  clay  within  the  limita  of  the  Chr^g  estate,        aTLi«. 
eLTkjdL  -to  ^work  &w  and  get  it  by  open  pits  and  workinga  from  the 
i»nr£Bk€ae  ;•  fiiioh  being,  in  fiict^  the  only  practioable  niode  of  getting 
it*    Tliey  alleged  that  open  workings  from  the  snarf ace,  by  streaming 
i"or  tin,  IiEul  taken  place  from  tiaie  immemorial  on  the  Greys  estate. 

and  Snott^bj,  their  answer,  said  that  they  had  entered  on 
of  tlie  Oreg^  estate  with  the  intention  of  getting  china  clay^ 
intkention,  at  the  request  of  CHU  and  J^imdy*  they  bad  almoat 
abandoMd;  and  that  haTing  been  requested  by  Qitt 
to  dsBist  d&fom  working  there,  they  bad  no  preaent  inti^^ 

Ttko  Defendants  also  staiieclvby  tiieir  answer,  that  they  had  not 

a«nage  to  iihe  ^reys  estdta  .€^cej>l  €moe,  by  ^coident, 
l^dalipitook  place  intalfliefc^^oirkiiig^elose  to  the  bonwiary 


r 
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TAX*--    ->50oe«  of  >g^*iBg  china  ^%y  was,  thu*  4©sorib«d,in  ;fia« 
m^^i^£ra^.«nd«ox»i  the  cowwtoesaoJ  wMch,  ift  *hi»  E^^pei^  v^e 
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Bite  oobaitte  of  quaite,  fcl^?a»,  «^nd  mieajfaja^  vbiiui.  olAy 
<rf  •  decMapowd^gmniteiJa  J»bi«b  fetepar  *a*te  »  (Kwekl^titv 

for  dMMft tslaji  i»(«(Ka«ieDC«^  atoiw»6  -i*^  *!»•  WW  WftPf  r 


dl»y^  vUeU  itfos'  in  ■  l^x*^  <*  '°''*®'  ^  ^*  ^tbwsfca^iw. 
^TJ^^rio*B  » *Jien  eanifld  oo  .tiy  *«n»i»S •  "**««*  «««'•<»' PV«r 
tv«Bl»ei»d  of  the  dayyuhen  gcyam-red  at,  aod.wasWag.tha.wMna 

b  held  iasdotiOTi,  aaa  «epw»*B*  *<*™  ^'^  ^mporUjps^.bytl^e 

,„,.^  impttiiitiefl^^i«h«».haa»ier^»»«»^  pr90»P»tate*  *o  ^  Mtom 

of  th«  »««»ivoir.  whUo  the'  poie-  «Uy  »  •Mowed.to  xm  fowittd,  wdr 

tjbeiopof  tbe  lesennirv  into  a  pit'i*«W:J*.«etde9  down^wdis 

dtied  and  made  edlid,  either  by  exp**"'*  *»  t*»0  H^wiot  Vy.  a  dryipg 

ktil%'  aftw  which  it  is.  fit  for  jaale  i»  **«>  n»*«ti    ^U®  H«wy  dQne 


(fflAKCEBT  .APPEAI& 


[L.1 
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1878        total  destrnotion  of  the  sor&ce  where  the  excayatuaia  are  Duub; 

^^       for  Hie  cslay  ia  excavated  to  a  depth  which  remdeis  the  land 

Q^       useless  for  agricaltnial  purposes,  either  by  the  loit  ot  bH  soil 

—-'        suitable  for  such  purposes,  or  by  reason  of  the  cost  of  refiUiog  and 

levelling  the  pits  excavated  being  greater  than  any  retora  to  be 

obtained  from  the  imperfect  restoration  of  the  land  for  ^ricoltnral 

purposes." 

"  Streaming  "  for  tin  appeared  from  the  evidence  in  the  cause  to 
be  the  usual  anoient  way  of  getting  tin  in  CortueaU,  It  was  a 
process  for  obtaining  grain  tin  by  means  of  waehieg ;  and  it  wm 
necessarily  carried  on  entirely  by  means  of  open  workings.  There 
was  gome  ooofliot  of  evidence  as  to  whether  the  surface  was  ine- 
parably  destroyed  by  it ;  the  Plaintiff's  evidence  going  to  shew 
that  the  land  was  often  filled  in  and  levelled,  and  the  seal  replaced 
when  the  working  was  over ;  and  the  Defendant's  evidence  making 
the  destruction  of  the  surface  appear  to  be  as  complete  as  in  the 
case  of  working  for  china  clay.  In  modern  times  tin  had  been 
obtained  by  mining  to  a  much  greater  extent  than  before.  There 
was  a  conflict  of  evidence  as  to  whether  tin  works  had  been  carried 
on  within  the  (Treys  inclosures.  There  was  some  endoioe  to  shev 
that  before  the  grant  in  1799,  china  clay  had  been  gotten  in  an 
adjoining  parish,  but  it  had  never  been  gotten  in  the  pansh  ia 
which  OrtjfB  wm  situatia,  nor  was  any  gotten  out  of  any  of  the  Xutds 
of  the  duchy  of  Comieall  till  some  years  after  that  time. 

With  respect  to  the  twenty-seven  acres,  it  appeared  in  evidence 
that  the  tenants  of  Greyt  had  Ibr  a  considerable  number  of  years 
treated  themselves  as  entitled  to  the  exclusive  use  of  it  to  this  estent, 
that  they  alone  cnt  the  furze  and  took  turf  from  it,  and  occasionally 
for  the  purpose  of  sala  It  appeared  also  that  the  owners  of  other 
tenements  took  turf  exclusively  from  certain  other  portions  of 
Oarka  Moor;  the  twenty-seven  acres  not  being  fenced  off, 
although  distinguished  by  landmarks.  There  was  a  mass  of  con- 
flicting evideooe,  upon  the  result  of  which  the  Court  came  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  twenty-seven  acres  did  not  in  1798  form  part 
of  the  copyhold  tenement  called  Qreys.  There  was,  however, 
nothing  else  answering  to  the  27a.  2p.  mentioned  in  the  convey- 
ance, nor  could  the  103  acres  be  made  up  without  including  it. 
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-Chancellor  Wiekens  oongidered  that  the  terms  of  the  reser- 
jastified  the  Defendants  in  getting  the  china  clay  in  the 
which  they  were  getting  it,  and  he  dismiflaed  the  bill  (1). 
appealed. 

it  is  not  commercially  profitable  to 
work  in  England  for  the  purpose  of 
extracting  the  metal  from  it.     There- 
fore kaolin  is  excepted  from  the  grant 
under  which  the  Plaintiff  claims,  xmless 
there  can  be  shewn  some  custom  of 
the  country,  something  in  the  grant 
itself,  or  something  in  the  reason  of 
the  thing,  sufficient  to  induce  the  Court 
to  consider   the  terms  as   used  in  a 
restricted  and  secondary  sense.    It  ^nma 
not  suggested  that  I  could  zecogmaQ* 
any  custom  of  the  country  under  wliioh. 
the  term  *'  mines  and  minerals  "  could 
have  any  definite  meaning  which  ttronld 
exclude  kaolin,  and  I  have  fiuled.    to 
discover  anything  in  the  special   ex- 
pressions of  this  deed  whioh  would,   do 
so;  the   only  words  which  appear    to 
hear  upon  the  point  are  '<  within  &tid 
undsc*''    These  woids  were  oonuacgnted 
upon  by  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  in  th© 
case  of  Midland  BaUway  Company/  v. 
CheckUy  (Law  Bep.  4  Eq.  19),  wiiere 
he   coDsideis  the  distinotion  betireen 
"within"    and    •*t|nder/  and   that 
"  within  "  denotes  something  which  is 
not  under,  and  this  distinction  seems  to 
me  rather  to  point  in  the  Defendant's 
favour. 

No  doubt  the  case  of  B^  y.  WiUon, 
(Law  Eep.  1  Ch.  303)  seems  to  import 
that  under  the  reservation  of  minerals 
contained  in  the  deed  which  was  in 
questicHi  iu  that  case  the  only  leserva* 
tion  was  of  what  could  be  got  by 
mining  proper,  and  Lord  Justice 
Turner  unquestionably  conadeied  that 
it  was  neoessaty,  Ja  cedar  to  come  to 
the  conclusion  ^  ^y^^  he  arrived,  to 
find  something  ^^  ^^^  context  in  the 
deed  which  cut  down  the  words  from 
their  original  ^^oslve  meaning,  and 
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Cl>    :L872.   MaTChl3. 

'-L"±xis  case  seems  to  me  to  turn  upon 
'tlae  effect  of  the  reservation  contained 
in.  tlic  deed,  of  the  4th  of  January,  1799. 
rr^he  cases  which  have  been  cited 
aiftpoKx  tire  oonstruction  of  this  reserva- 
tiion  c^re  very  numerous  and  very  em- 
1>a.xrraLSsixxg  ;  the  truth  is,  that  the 
AVOT^s  liere  used  became  customary 
-vrordji  in  deeds  when  natural 
far  lest  advanced  than  it  is 
tbiat  the  problem,  which  has 
fotxnd.  difficult  by  many  Judges, 
to  give  them  their  proper 
'^pvithout  doing  great  and 
ijustice. 

Lglnal  meaning,  probably,  of 

«<  mines  and  minerals "  was 

d  aabstanoes  got  by  mining; 

it,^v^^o&  ift  ^  ^^ly  unsafe  guide 

cUKixigy  and  I  must  hold  that  the 

,^^^Y^  <«  minerals"  long  ago  acquired  a 

nunsi>ii'PT  ^  ^^  ^^^^>  independently  of 

waxy  question  as  to  the  avumer  in  which 

•t,lxe      MMixerala  themselves  are  gotten. 

XTxxder       tlae    circumstances,    however, 

.l^ere  i«  ^^  veonder  that  some  inclina- 

^oTi.  »*»*^y  ^^  *l"WS^t  to  have  arisen  on 

^X^^  pfi^rt  of  Judges  to  give  more  weight 

tlra.xr  ought  to  have  been  attributed  to 

soTXxe   small  circumstances  of  context, 

3Xid.  to  ent  down  the  proper  and  ordi- 

•xxary  xpeanixigof  the  words  *<  mines  and 

•xnixxerals." 

Ao<5ording  to  the  evidence,  kaolin  or 
chitia  clay  is  a  metalliferous  mineral, 
-neTf ectly  distinguishable  from  and  much 
xxxore  valuable  than  ordinary  agricul- 
tural earth,  and  which  produces  metal 
in  a  larger  proportion  to  its  bulk  as 
compered  with  ordinary  ores,  but  which 
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L.  JJ.  Mr.  Maaiatg,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Eddit,  Q.C.,  aad  B£r.  Boga;  foi  the 

1S72        Appellasts  :>— 

H»cT  A  re^r^atlon  of  minea  and  miikerals  has  commonly  beSn  under- 

QiLL.  stood  as  applying  ohi;  to  stibstancee  got  by  inmirig  as  distSnguisbeJ 
from  quarrying  or  open  working.  I}arv3l'</.\Rdper  (l),'Brmi<n^. 
Chadwieh  (2),  and  LUtowel  t.  OHMnffB  (3)  ftU  support  this  ym. 
Th^  meaning  of  the  word  "mine"  is  shewn  by  Be*  y.  BMflelT  (1), 
Bet  T.  Dimfard  {5);afad  Bex  *. /nftoWfcinis  ofSedgley  (6).  But  Men 
if  the  words  "  mines  and  minerals  "  tiannot  be  bo  faT  r^tricted,  such 
a  construction  mnst  be  put  on  the  reservation  as  will  liot  allow  it 
to  be  destructire  of '  the  grant ;  and  it  Cannot  'b6  held  td  aHow  a 
mode  of  forking  whieliwill  cause'  a  complete  deSttubtiofi  of  the 


he  found  tbe  words  "  opened  and  un- 
opened." It  Would,  I  codfesa,  have 
Kerned  t«  me  doubtful  whether  these 
vord^wsn  qvite  sn(Ba«pt  to  auUioTuae. 
the  coDHtructioD  put  uppn  that  deed ; 
but,  as  I  said  before,  however  thftt  maj 
be,  thnt  was  tbe  groimd  npon  irbich 
the  Lord  JoBtice  proceeded. 

Here  I  can  find  nothing  nhataver  in 
the  deed  to  affect  the  OTdioary  con- 
atrnction  of  the  words  "minei  and 
minerals,"  and  therafore  }f  kaolin  is  to  be 
excluded  from  the  reaervatiou,  it  muat 
be  hj  the  reason  of  the  thing,  or,  in  other 
words,  from  s  luppoeed  incoiiBisteucy 
between  there  being  any  such  grant  as 
the  deed  contains  and  any  such  reser- 
vation as  it  purports  to  oontain. 

Of  course  it  would  not  advance  the 
Plaintiff's  case  to  say  that  either  party 
knew  or  suspected  the  existence  of  such 
a  mineral  aa  kaolin  in  1799,  nor  can 
the  Plaintiffs  carry  their  esse  to  the 
height  of  asserting  that  from  the 
reason  of  the  thing  no  metal  or  mineral 
is  tc  be  gotten  under  the  reservation 
except  by  mining  as  distinguished  from 
diggJDg ;  for  not  to  mention  other 
things,  both  parties  must  have  had  tin 
in  their  minds,  which  appears  to  be 
often  got  by  such  diggings,  or,  at  least. 


by  operations  destructive  of  the  surlkf', 
and  having  nothing  in  common  wilh 
mioiufi  '  ■    ' 

The  Mai  difficulty  of  tbe  tuaiwu 
in  this,  that  the  r^erva^pn,  if  con- 
strued according  to  tbe  full  and  strict 
meading  6T  tbe  words,  iturf  be  sle*- 
lutely  desd-active  «{>  thai  entire  (isai, 
and  that  witfaout  compeoMtlioD.  h'o 
doubt  it  is  difficult  to  bring  one's  minil 
to  accept  such  a  view  of  the  i^servstion, 
aim  the  terras  mSStt  prevnlnnMsthey 
can  be  limited  on  one  or  otber  of  the 
grounds  mentioned  above ;  they  cannot 
be  intended  to  mean  nothing,  and  if  tbtj 
do  not  mean  that  which  they  import  Ibe 
question  arises,  What  is  the  true  mesn- 
ing  ?  To  that  questicm  no  answer  hu 
been  suggested  which  commends  itieir 
to  my  mind.  I  therefore  must  bold 
that  the  reservation  of  the  mines  isd 
minerals  is  a  reservation  of  this  chin* 
clay,  and  must  disnuss  tbe  bill  «ith 

(1)  3  Drew.  294. 

(2)  7  Ir.  Com.  Law  Rep.  101. 

(3)  9  Ibid.  223. 

(4)  3  B.  &  Ad.  42J. 

(5)  2  A.  it  E.  568. 

(6)  2  B.  &  Ad.  65. 
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;     rpixe    SoKeiifn-Omeral  (Sir  6.  JeM«^)»  Mr.  Karrfofc*,  Q;C.,  and 
-^^    '  jj>^e«r, /pr  tyipi  Respondents : — .  ,  ..  .  ,.     ; 

■  IJ  tf&o.  ■■  -tb*  etHen(%  W  say  liiat  the  twenty-WTea.  aores  neTer 

r      Hied   part  of  (?r^s,  bat  were  part  of  Garka  Moor,  and  th^ 

■o^t  o£  tliQ  lord  of  the  manor  to  get  every  kind  of  puneral  sub- 

"fS^oea  from,  uttdee  the  nwor  by  open  wojrkinga  la  not  ^eationed 

tjr^tbe  WB.    The  conveyance  of  1799  only  pur^  i»  convey 

^at  constituted  the  copyhold  tenement  called  Oreys;  the  acreage 

g)  12  Q.  B.  lae.  <8)iB.&s..m 

(4)6E.&B.30.  .?1^^'^^^K 

(5)  Law  Bep.  4  H.-L.  377.  ^  ^^^  («>)  HM.*'^'^®*-  ' 

(11)8H.*C.349<.       ,  ' 


jefeLO^    -vrhere  there '  is  no  provision  tor  conJpensataoa.    BtB  v.      ^  J* 
WVZ«ow.  (1 )  is  decisive  on  this  point,  and  must  be  overraJed  if  this       J«2 
deo jsaox^  under  appeal  is  to  stand.    Tliis  is  supported  by  the  ana-       -bma* 
loST"  <^^  *^^  eases  in  which  it  has  been  held  that,  in  ^  absence  of       q^x. 
'vecy  de«x-  -words,  working  which  causes  a. subsidence  of  the  surface 
ii^  noi;  axithorized,  though  there  be  a  provision  <  aa.to  oompensaliion 
for  idbajjoAgo  done  to  the  surface :  Harris  v.  Bydin^  (?) ;  .QumjArtev 
V.  J^vcffdfn  (3) ;  Smart  \,  Idorton,  (4).     In.  J)uJ»  <if  Buechueh  w 
TP<»Jb^/ie2^   (5),  ■  under  very  special  words,  JA    'was  l^eld  that  thp 
xoix»j9  owner  might  destroy  the  surfaca;  but  that  conclusion  evi- 
dently ^vould  not  h<ive  been  come  to  if,  as  here,  there  had  been  np 
nrovipioi^  &>v  compensation.    The  cusesi  of  MUtoa  ,v,  £l»ri  Chrann 
^fiZZ^    (jSy,     Moberts  v.    Eaines  (7),   and    Blaekett   v.  Bradley  (8) 
sbe^w    liow  strongly  the  Courts  lean  against  allowing  a  complete 
aestrviotxoii    of  the  surface..    BuOm  y.  JDenniug  (9),  Midgley   v. 
Ri4s7ta.'rct»on  (10),  and  Bedhy  v.  Fenwkk  (11)  shew  the  incUnatioa  to 
^^  -^.  -y^Btniteted  ^onetroetion  on  such  Meervatioas.    ?*e  qaestion 
^^  .j^^-j  ^tt&  tWenty-seven  acres  is  proper  to  be  tried  at  law. 
-    p33cktJi  parti^  here  concurred  in  requesting  that  the  Court  would, 

ri-tbe  question  of  title.] 

^^ ^y^  say,  on  the  evidence,  that  the  tiventy-severi  acres  were 

IVvi^s    p^rt  oi  the  (?,r«y«5  but  if  not,  the  grant  of  1799  must;  be 
W«ld    *<»V  F***  ttew.  as  the  quantity,  of  l»nd  thereby  expseswd ,  ^ 
.tx-v^y«<5  t*"******  be  m^^  op  wittwmt  theaa. 
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li.  JJ.  is  mere  matter  of  description,  and  its  being  too  large  does  not 
1B72  shew  an  intention  to  grant  more  titan  the  copyhold,  and  if  it  did 
Heit  the  lord  of  Treverbyn  CovHenay  had  only  an  nndirided  m(»ety  ot 
Gnj.,       Oarka  Moor;  bo  that  the  Flaintifi  could  not  hare  got  the  en- 

tirety  of  the  twenty-seyen  acres.    Olir  working  on  the  twenty- 

seren  acrea,  therefore,  cannot  be  restrained,  and  there  has  been 
nothing  bat  an  accidental  encroachment  on  the  old  inclosnres, 
with  an  express  denial  of  an  intention  to  work  there.  31ie  auc- 
tion, therefore,  that  we  threaten  and  intend  to  interfere  with  sd; 
ground  on  which  we  have  no  right  to  work  is  not  made  ont,  and 
the  Conrt  will  not  interfere  to  restrain  trespass  nnlesa  a  case  of 
irreparable  damage  is  shewn.  The  Plaintiffs'  case  thete&ire  &ik: 
Oibaon  v.  Smith  {\);  Mogg  t.  Mogg{1);  Miiehdi  v.  Dm (3); 
Smith  V.  CoHyer  (4) ;  Courthope  v.  Mapplesdan  (5)  ;  Kinder  t. 
Jones  (6);  Earl  Cowper  t.  Baker  (7);  Thomas  v.  Oakley  (S)\ 
Davenport  v.  Davenport  (9)  ;  Sugh  r,  Jaggar  (10)  ;  London  and 
North-Westem  BaHway  Company  t.  Laneaahire  and  Torhikire 
Eailtmy  Company  (11).  But  we  say  that,  eyen  under  theoM  in- 
closores,  we  are  entitled  to  get  the  china  clay  by  the  nnal  mode 
of  working.  The  reservation  includes  the  chins  clfiy,  which 
certainly  comes  within  the  term  "  minerals " :  JdiekUBtwaH  t. 
Winter  (12) ;  mdland  BaUviay  Company  t.  Cheekley  (13) ;  Earl 
Bosae  t.  Wainman  (14).  The  words  "  mines  and  miner^  "  cannot 
be  cat  down  unless  there  is  some  explanatory  context  to  restnct 
them.  The  reaerration  of  minerals  includes  a  right  to  get  them, 
though  to  the  destniction  of  the  surlace :  BovAetham  v.  Wikon  (15) ; 
Duke  of  Buceleaeh  v.  Wakefield  (16).  We  therefore  must  be 
entitled  to  get  the  china  clay  in  the  only  way  in  which  it  can  be 
gotten ;  and,  moreover,  express  power  to  dig  for  it  is  given.  The 
cases  in  which  it  was  held  that  the  surface  must  not  be  let  down 
were  cases  where  the  Court  had  not  before  it  the  instrument  under 


(1)  3  Atk.  162. 

(2)  2  Dick.  670. 

(3)  8  Ves.  147. 

(4)  8  Ibid,  89. 

(5)  10  Ibid.  289. 

(6)  17  Ibid.  110. 

(7)  Ibid.  128. 
(B)  18  Ibid.  184. 


(9)  7  Hare,  217. 

(10)  2  Coll.  231. 

(11)  Law  Rep.  4  Eq.  174. 

(12)  6  Ex.  644. 

(13)  Law  Eep.  4  Eq.  19. 

(14)  14  M.  &  W.  659. 

(15)  8  H.  L.  C.  348. 

(16)  Law  Rep.  4  H.  L.  377. 


July  22.    Sib  G.  MEixiaH,  L. J. : — 

Thid  is  a  suit  instituted  by  the  owners  of  a  small  estate  called 
Greys,  in  the  county  of  ComwdH,  against  the  lords  of  the  manors 
of  Trevetiyn  Cowienay  and  Treverbyn  Trevanicn  and  their  tenants, 
to  restrain  them  from  getting  china  clay  under  the  property  called 
Oreys,  which  is  alleged  in  the  bill  to  consist  of  old  inclosures  and 
of  about  twenty-seren  acres  of  uninclosed  land.     The  title  of  the 
PlaintiSs  to  the  inclosed  part  is  not  disputed,  but  as  respects  the 
uninclosed  part  the  Defendants  deny  the  title  and  also  the  posses- 
sion of  the  Plaintiffs,  and  say  that  what  is  in  the  bill  styled  the 
uninclosed  part  of  Qreys  is  in  fact  part  of  Oarha  Moor,  and  that 
they,  as  lords  of  the  two  manors,  are  entitled  to  the  soil  of  that 
moor.     This  raises  a  question  of  title  which  ought  properly  to  be 
tried  at  law  by  a^^  action  of  ejectment ;    but  both  parties  have 
requested  us  to  decide  the  question  instectd  of  sending  them  to 
law,  and  therefore  before  I  go  into  the  reuoLaining  questions  I  will 
deal  with  that  question  of  tide. 

[His  Lordship  then  stated  the  cases  made  by  the  Plaintiffs  and 
Defendants  as  to  the  unmclosed  twenty-seven  acres,  and  the 
evidence  as  to  the  extent  of  the  copyhold  tenement,  and  con- 
tinued : — '\ 

(1)  Law  Bep.  4  Ch.  562.  (2)  3  K.  &  J.  695. 

(3)  Jaw  Bep.  6  Q.  B,  56. 
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which  the  mine  owner  derived  title,  and  do  not  apply  where  the 
instrument  gives  a  right  to  wodc.  Still  leas  can  they  apply  where 
the  mineral  is  one  which  can  only  be  got  by  destroying  the  sur- 
face. They  only  shew  that  workings  must  not  be  carried  on  in 
such  a  y^^y  t^  to  produce  damage  which  may  be  avoided.  It  is 
clear  that  this  reservation  includes  tin  and  the  right  to  get  it.  But 
at  the  %raxe  of  the  grant  the  usual  mode  of  getting  tin  was  stream- 
inc^y  ^wbich  is  as  destructive  to  the  surface  as  the  getting  of  chjma 

clay. 

[Tliey  also  referred  to  Earl  Beauchcmp  v.  Winfh  (1)J 

TMr.  Manisty,  in  reply,  referred  to  Dugdale  v.  Boberison  (2)  and 
Itoads  V.  Overseers  of  TrumpingUm  (3). 
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L,  jj.  We  have  to  decide  as  a  questioD  of  fact  what  is  the  leealt  oi 

1872  that  evidence.  In  the  first  place,  nobody  can  doubt  that  before 
Hbxt  the  manors  were  separated  Garka  Moor  was  a  waste  common,  the 
Qi'^j^^       freehold  of  which  was  in  the  lord  of  the  manor  of  2V«wi«ti)ii,  tk 

copyholders  having  only  certain  rights  over  it.     That  being  bo, 

whenever  the  manor  was  divided  into  two  it  is  difficnit  to  say  thst 
what  was  freehold  and  not  copyhold  could  by  any  legal  meam 
become  annexed  to  the  copyhold  estate  called  Oreyt,  bo  as  to 
become  part  of  it,  and  whether  it  conld  be  so  annexed  except  hf 
Act  of  Parliament  is  doabtfal.  It  appears  to  ns,  judging  as  a  jar; 
would  upon  the  question  of  feet,  that  the  proper  way  to  recoDcile 
the  whole  of  the  evidence  is  to  presume  that  at  some  time,  possiblj 
at  the  very  time  when  the  manors  were  separated,  the  teoanta 
who  bad  a  right  of  common  over  the  Qarica  Moor  common  being 
but  few,  an  arrangement  was  come  to  between  them,  possibly  vith 
the  consent  of  the  lord,  that  each  of  them  should  enjoy  a  separate 
common  right  to  take  the  pasture  and  turf  off  a  particular  portion 
of  the  common  instead  of  their  equally  enjoying  it  together. 

If  we  suppose  that  to  have  taken  place,  Mr.  Spry,  who  made  for 
the  ducfay  the  old  map  and  terrier  which  have  been  produced,  findiog 
tliat  state  of  things,  might  naturally  come  to  the  erroneous  concla- 
sioQ  that  a  certain  portion  of  the  waste  was  part  of  the  copyhold 
called  Qreys,  and  lay  it  down  in  his  map  as  being  so.  All  the 
evidence  will  thus  be  accounted  for.  The  result  is  that  this  piece 
of  moor  was  part  of  the  moor  which  the  two  lords  held  as  tenants 
in  common  in  moieties,  and  was  not  part  of  the  copyhold  estate 
called  Qrey$,  Then  it  was  signed  on  behalf  of  the  Flaintifis  that 
because  the  parcels  of  the  deed  of  1799  include  a  parcel  of  land 
running  with  QarTca  Moor  containing  twenty-seven  acres,  and  these 
twenty-seven  acres  cannot  be  found  in  the  inclosed  part  of  Qre^ 
therefore  twenty-seven  acres  (although  how  we  are  to  get  the 
bounds  I  do  not  know)  are  to  be  taken  out  of  tlie  moor.  That  I 
think  is  not  the  true  construction  of  the  deed.  The  deed  professes 
to  convey  "  all  that  customary  or  copyhold  tenement  called  Ort^, 
and  the  rest  is  simply  a  description  of  what  is  contained  in  Oreyi, 
and  it  is  said  besides,  "  which  said  tenement  called  Qreyt  is  dov 
held  for  the  life  of  John  Hexl,  gentleman,  under  the  yearly  rent  of 
15s.  3d.  by  copy  of  Court  roll."    It  appears  to  me  that  nothing 
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but  what. was  part  of  the  ciistomary  or  copyhold  tenement  called       L.  Jj. 
-Qreya  conid  pass  under  that,  notwithstanding  there  might  be  any        i872 
misdescription  in  the  parcels.    If  the  tenement  called  Qreys  was       hiot 
entitled  to  an  exclosive  right  of  common  over  a  portion  of  the 
moor  which  by  mistake  had  been  treated  as  if  it  were  parcel  of  the 
copyhold  tenement,  the  consequence  would  be  that  the  exclusive 
right  of  common  would  pass,  but  the  property  in  the  soil  would  not 
pass.     Therefore,  upon  the  whole,  I  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  Plaintiffs  have  not  made  out  their  title  to  what  they  call,  as  I 
think  erroneously,  the  unindosed  part  of  Oreys,   and  therefore 
cannot  have  any  relief  respectiug  it,  the  bill  not  being  framed 
for  raising  the  question  whether  the  getting  china  day  can  be 
complauied  of  by  persons  only  entitled  to  rights  of  common  over 

the  land. 

Then  I  come  to  the  question  whether  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled 
to  relief  respecting  the  indosed  part  of  Oreys.  Mr.  Karalake 
raised  the  objection  that  the  Defendants  have  not  threatened  to 
get,  and  have  not — except  by  mere  accident — got  any  china  day 
in  Oreys ;  and  therefore  that  this  CJourt  ought  not  to  grant  an 
injunction,  or  enter  into  the  question  whether  they  are  entitled  to 

get  it  or  not. 

The  facts  upon  this  part  of  the  case  are  these :  It  appears  that 

the  first  two  Defendants,  as  lords  of  the  manor,  have  let  to  the 

two  other  Defendants  the  right  to  get  china  day  in  the  waste  and 

over  a  large  portion  of  the  estate  called  Oreys,  and  therefore  they 

profess  to  exercise  the  right  of  ownership  over  it,  and  they  have 

professed  to  give  them  the  power  to  get  diina  clay  from  Oreys  in 

the  ordinary  way  in  which  china  clay  is  got  in  that  neighbourhood. 

It  appears  that  the  lessees  have  entered  on  one  occasion  into  the 

.estate  called  Oreys  with  the  intention  of  getting  china  day,  though 

they  did  not  get  any,  and  did  not  remain  there.    The  bill  being 

filed  and  the  question  raised,  the  Defendants  beiifg  sought  to  be 

restrained  from  getting  china  clay,  they  say,  «  We  hare  a  title  to 

get  china  day  out  of  the  estate  called  Oreys,  and  we  are  entitled 

to  get  it  in  the  way  in  which  it  is  ordinarily  got ;  but  we  have  no 

present  intention  of  gettbg  it"    We  are  of  opinion  that  after  this 

it  is  idle  for  the  Defendants  to  say  they  do  not  threaten  to  get  the 

^•hina  clay  under  the  indosed  part  of  Oreys,  and  to  contend  that 
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li.  JJ.  this  Court  is  precluded  from  deciding  tbe  question  wlietW  they 
1872  are  entitled  to  get  it  in  the  way  in  which  they  say  they  have  s 
ExxT       right  to  get  it 

I,*',  That  brings  as  to  the  real  question  on  the  merits,  whether  the 

—  Defendants,  having  had  the  manor  of  Trevoihyn  ConrteiuBf  eoa- 
Teyed  to  them,  have  a  right  to  get  the-china  clay  under  the  lewi- 
Tation  and  exception  in  the  deed  of  1799. 

Tbe  first  question  to  be  determined  is  whether  the  china  cky  is 

within  the  exception  of  "  mines  and  minerals."    Kow  china  day 

.  IB  thus  described : — [His  Lordship  here  read  tbe  account  of  cim 

clay,  and  the  mode  of  getting  it,  from  the  Plaintifid'  erideoce,  a» 

above.] 

Is  this  china  day  reeerred  under  the  exception  of  "  mines  and 
minerals  ?"  There  was  a  great  deal  of  discussion  before  as  be  to 
the  meaning  of  the  word  "  mines,"  whether  it  is  confined  to  lulde^ 
ground  working,  or  may  possibly  extend  to  open  working,  or 
whether  it  does  not  apply  to  the  workings  at  all,  but  in  this  wtt 
of  reservation  means  the  metal,  the  veins,  and  seams  themseWea, 
which  are  in  a  secondary  sense  called  "  mines."  I  think  that  it  is 
not  necessary  here  to  go  into  those  questions,  for  whatever  may  be 
the  meaning  of  tbe  word  "  mines "  when  used  alone,  it  is  here 
combined  with  the  more  general  word  "  minerals,"  and  the  antbo- 
rities  seem  to  shew  that  where  there  is  an  exoepti<m  of  "  Tmet 
and  minerals,"  the  putting  the  word  "  mines"  before  "  minerals" 
does  not  restrict  the  meaning  of  the  word  "minerals."  Many 
authorities,  some  at  law  and  some  in  equity,  have  been  hroogbt 
before  us  to  shew  what  is  the  meaning  of  tbe  word  "mioenk'' 
But  the  resolt  of  the  authorities,  without  going  throngh  tbem, 
af^ars  to  be  this:  that  a  reservation  of  "minerals"  indiides 
every  substance  which  can  be  got  from  underneath  the  surface  of 
the  earth  for  the  purpose  of  profit,  unless  there  is  something  in 
the  context  or  in  the  nature  of  the  transaction  to  induce  tbe 
Court  to  give  it  a  more  limited  meaning.  Ought  it  to  have  n 
more  limited  meaning  in  the  present  case  ?  The  circumstances, 
as  far  as  they  are  material  to  be  stated,  are  these :  Tbe  seller  vas 
the  lord  of  the  manor.  What  he  sold  was  tbe  freehold  of  a  copy- 
hold tenement.  Now  the  lord  of  a  manor  is,  beyond  all  question, 
entitled  to  all  the  minerals,  in  the  most  general  sense  of  the  word. 
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under  a  copyhold  tenement    There  is  nothing  to  be  got  oat  of       L.  JJ. 
the  soil  and  sold  for  a  profit  which  the  copyhold  tenant,  in  the        ig72 
absence  of  some  special  custom,  is  entitled  to  get  without  the 
permission  of  the  lord ;  the  property  of  it  is  in  the  lord,  although 
it  is  true  that,  in  the  absence  of  special  custom,  the  lord  cannot 
get  it  without  the  license  of  the  tenant.    The  position  of  the 
parties,  therefore,  furnishes  no  reason  for  restricting  the  meaning 
of  the  word  ^minerals,''  and  there  being  no  special  words  before 
''mines  and  minerals"  which  might  furnish  an  argument  for  re- 
stricting them  to  things  g'usdem  generis,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
snr&ce,  and  all  profit  that  can  be  got  from  cultiyating  the  surface, 
or  building  on  it,  or  using  the  surface,  is  intended  to  be  conyeyed, 
but  that  the  right  to  everything  under  the  surface,  and  to  all 
profit  that  can  be  got  from  digging  anything  out  from  under  it,  is 
•  intended  to  be  reserved.    I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  china 
day  18  induded  in  the  reservation.    The  only  argument  against 
this  IS  that  china  clay  cannot  be  got  without  destroying  the  sur- 
face,  and  that  it  could  not  be  intended  to  give  power  wholly  to 
destroy  the  surface  without  compensation.     The  case  of  Bell  v. 
WilBon  (1)  appears^  however,  to  be  a  direct  authority  that  the 
mere  circumstance  that  a  mineral  cannot  be  got  without  destroying 
the  surface,  though  it  may  be  a  very  strong  ground  for  holding 
that  the  owner  of  the  mineral  is  not  entitled  to  get  it,  is  not  a 
ground  for  straining  the  meaning  of  the  word  '^  mineral."    In  that 
respect  the  Lords  Justices  differed  from  Vice-chancellor  Kinderdey, 
and  we  are  bound  by  their  decision. 

Then  we  come  to  the  important  question,  vrhether  there  ia  power 
to  get  this  china  day  in  the  only  way  in  vrhich,  according  to  the 
concurrent  testimony  of  all  the  witnesses,  it  can  be  got,  by  a 
process  which  utterly  destroys  the  surface  of  the  land.    A  great 
number  of  cases  were  cited  to  us  upon  that  point,  in  none  of  which 
was  the  language  exactly  similar  to  that  in  the  case  before  us,  and 
they  mnat  be  referred  to  merely  for  the  purpose  of  getting  a  prin- 
ciple from  them.    Now  the  cases  shew  that  where  the  ownership 
of  minerals  is  separate  from  the  ownership  of  the  surfiaoe,  prima 
/aeie  the  owner  of  the  surface  is  entitled  to  have  bis  surface  sup- 
ported by  the  minerals.    That  is  not  confined,  as  contended  by  the 

(1)  Law  Rap.  1  Clu  303. 
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L.  33.  Solicitor>Greneral,  to  the  case  where  the  Conrt  has  not  before  K 
1872  the  iostrament  under  which  the  owner  of  the  minerals  deriTW  tus 
H,^  rights,  but  it  also  applies  to  cases  where  the  Court  has  the  instni- 
g^  ment  before  it,  for  the  purpose  of  constroing  the  instnunent,  to 
-^  this  extent,  that  prima  fade  the  right  to  support  exists,  and  the 
burden  lies  on  the  owner  of  the  minerals  to  shew  that  the  inEtrn- 
ment  gives  him  authority  to  destroy  what  is  described  by  the 
Judges  as  the  inherent  right  of  a  person  who'  owns  the  Bnrface 
apart  from  the  minerals.  The  question  is,  whether  the  words  of 
the  reservation  in  the  present  case  mean  that  the  owueiship  of  the 
surface  is  altogeUier  to  be  subject  to  the  ownership  of  the  minenls, 
so  that  the  owner  of  the  minerals  may  do  whatOTer  is  necessary  for 
the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  get  them,  although  it  may  of  neces- 
sity utterly  destroy  the  surface ;  or  do  the  words,  according  to  theii 
true  constroction,  only  give  a  right,  in  the  nature  of  an  easement,  to 
go  upon  the  surface  and  dig  through  it  for  the  purpose  of  getting  at 
the  minerals  underneath  ?  In  my  opinion,  the  short  and  ambiguom 
words  of  this  reeerration,  according  to  their  fair  coustruotion,  only 
give  a  right  to  create  what  I  may  call  temporary  damage,  and  do 
not  authorize  the  owner  of  the  minerals  absolutely  to  destroy  or  to 
cause  a  serious  continuous  and  permanent  injury  to  the  snrlace- 

Now  if  we  refer  to  the  authorities  we  find  that  there  are 
several  cases  relating  to  the  right  of  the  owner  of  minerals  to 
let  down  the  surface  in  the  course  of  getting  the  minerals  by  piu^ 
mining — cases  in  which  the  power  of  getting  the  minerals  ha 
been  given  in  far  stronger  language  than  it  is  in  the  present  case, 
where,  nevertheless,  the  Courts  held  that  be  was  uot  entitled  t«g«' 
the  whole  of  the  minerals  if  that  involved  the  destruction  of  the 
surface,  but  that  in  getting  them  he  must  have  regard  to  the  rights 
of  the  owner  of  the  snrfitce  to  support  by  the  minerals.  In  Barrf 
V.  Byding  (1)  the  power  was  this :  "  WiUi  full  liberty  of  ingress, 
egress,  and  regress  to  come  into  and  upon  the  thereby  appointed 
and  granted  and  released  premises  to  dig,  &c.,  the  said  mines,  i«~< 
and  every  part  thereof,  and  to  sell  and  dispose  of,  take  and  carry 
away,  whatever  might  be  there  found  at  their  or  his  respectiTe 
wills  and  pleasures ;  and  also  to  sink  sha^  &&,  for  the  raising:  ■>?' 
working,  carrying  away,  and  disposing  of  the  same  or  any  ps" 
(1)  5  M.  &  W,  flO. 
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t^bereof,  making  a  fair  compensation  to  21  P.  (the  grantee)  for  the       L-  JJ. 
damage  to  be  done  to  the  surface  of  the  said  premises  and  the  pas-        i»72    . 
t^nro    and  crops  growing  thereon."    In  BoberU  v.  Haines  (1)  the        Hkxt 
ownef    of  the  minerals  was  expressly  authorized  "  to  search  for,        ^^ 
dig,  get^,  and  raise  any  coal  and  ironstone  lying  and  being  in   or 
under  ttie  commons  and  waste  lands,  and  to  erect  any  work  or  works 
for  tliati  purpose,  and  to  dig  and  take  earth  for  making  and   to 
mako  bricks  for  any  such  work  or  works ;  and  to  carry  away  and 
dispoee    of  such  coal  and  ironstone  to  and  for  his  and  their'own 
^3e.'*        In  Smart  v.  Morion  (2)  the  words  were :  "  With  free  leave 
and    lil>erty  to  sink,  work,  and  win  the  same  in  any  part  of  the 
said  premises,  and  to  drive  drift  or  drifts,  make  Watergate  or  water- 
itGB,  or   use  any  other  way  or  ways  for  the  better  and  more  com- 

odious  working  and  winning  the  same  in  the  said  hereby  granted 

or  iotended  to  be  granted  premises,  or  any  part  thereof/'     In  BeU 
-V.  JVilson  (3),  which  is  a  most  important  authority,  since  it  related 
Tiot  xnerely  to  the  letting  down  of  the  surface  by  working  under- 
grouixd,  bnt  to  the  working  from  above,  the  words  of  the  reserva- 
tioxi  are  such  that  the  case  appears  to  me  almost  decisive  of  the 
present.     I  believe  it  will  be  found  that  every  single  word  con- 
tained in  the  present  power  is  contained  in  the  power  in  BeU  v. 
WtZson,  along  with  many  other  words ;  yet  under  that  reservation, 
worded  in  a  way  more  favonrable  to  the  owner  of  the  minerals 
than  that  with  which  we  have  to  deal,  the  Lords  Justices  held 
that  although  stone  was  reserved  as  a  mineral,  yet  there  was  no 
right  to  get  it  by  quarrying. 

There  are,  however,  two  cases  which  onght  to  be  referred  to,  in 

^hich  the  House  of  Lords  held  an  owner  of  minerals  entitled  to 

^®*  down  the  surface  or  absolutely  to  destroy  the  surface  for  the 

I^^^^J)OBe    of  getting  the  minerals.     The  first  of  those  cases  is 

^©  case  of  BowMham  v.   Wilaon  (4).     In  that  case  there  was 

a  covenant  which  the  House  of  Lords  construed   to  be  a  grant 

*^at   the  mines  should  be  held  and  enjoyed,  worked  and  gotten, 

••  withotit  any  molestation,  denial,  or  interruption  of  any  other 

person    or  persons  parties  to  these  presents,  and  those  daimiog 

xxnder  them  respectively,  who  for  the  time  being  are  or  may  be 

(1)  6  K.  &  B.  643.  (3)  Law  Bap.  1  Ch.  303. 

C2>  5  Ibid.  30.  (4)  8  H.  L.  C.  348. 
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I.  J  J.  owner  or  owners  of  the  surface  of  the  lands  under  which  such 
1S73  mines  are  situate,  and  without  being  snbject  or  liable  to  uiy 
Hkt  action  or  actions  for  damage  on  account  of  working  and 
„**  getting  the  said  mines  for  or  by  reason  that  the  surface  of  the 

— ■  lands  aforesaid  may  be  rendered  uneven  and  lees  commodious  to 
the  occupiers  thereof  by  sinking  in  hollows  or  being  otheraise 
defaced  and  injured  where  such  mines  shall  be  worked."  The 
instrument,  therefore,  said  in  terms  that  the  surface  might  be  let 
down,  and  no  doubt  the  House  of  Lords  decided  contrary  to  what 
was  said  in  the  judgment  in  EUton  t.  Earl  QranviSe  (1),  that 
such  a  grant,  where  it  is  clearly  expressed,  is  not  Toid.  Agam,  in 
the  ease  of  the  Duke  of  Buceteach  v.  Wakefield  (2),  the  House  of 
Lords  held  that  power  was  given  absolutely  to  destroy  the  surface. 
That  is  the  only  case  which  resembles  the  present,  in  this,  that  it 
related  to  a  peculiar  kind  of  mineral  which  could  not  be  gotat  all 
without  destroying  the  surface.  But  if  that  case  is  looked  into  it 
will  be  found  to  differ  from  the  present  in  three  most  material 
respects.  In  the  first  place,  the  iron  ore,  which  was  the  mineral 
then  in  question,  had  been  got  in  very  large  quantities  by  the  lord 
of  the  manor  before  the  Act  of  Parliament  for  inclosing  the  waste 
was  passed.  It  was  a  most  valuable  mineral,  so  tiiat  it  was  impos- 
sible to  suppose  it  not  to  have  been  in  the  contemplation  of  the 
parties  at  the  time  they  obtained  their  Act,  and  it  was  proTsd 
that  the  lord  of  the  manor  had  constantly  let  similar  iron  minea 
in  the  manor,  paying  compensation  for  the  damage  which  was 
done.  In  the  next  place,  without  stopping  to  read  the  whole  of 
the  reservation  in  that  ease,  It  will  be  found  that  it  contains  (« 
more  extensive  words  than  the  reservation  in  the  present  case.  It 
contained  powers  which,  as  is  pointed  out  in  the  judgments,  clearif 
enabled  in  certain  events  the  surface  to  be  destroyed.  1bet6  vas 
an  unlimited  power  to  deposit  the  refuse  of  the  minerals  on  the 
surface,  and  there  was  uolimited  power  of  erecting  buildings  apon 
the  surface,  and  there  were  at  the  end  most  general  words  enabling 
every  power  to  be  exercised  which  was  necessary  to  get  the  mmfr 
rals.  In  the  last  place,  there  was  a  clause  which  enabled  full  com- 
pensation to  be  given  for  any  damage  that  might  be  done.  TakiDg 
the  whole  of  these  circumstances  into  consideration,  the  House  o\ 
(1)  5  Q.  B.  701.  (2)  Law  Rep.  4  H.  L.  377. 
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hoTda,  reversing  the  decision  of  Vice-Chancellor  JUalina,  came  to       L.  jj. 
the  oonclusion  that,  according  to  the  true  meaning  of  the  Act,  the         I872 
lord  of  the  manor  was  to  be  entitled,  if  be  found  it  necessary  for 
the  purpose  of  getting  what  was  known  to  all  parties  to  be  a  most 
Taiuable  mineral,  to  destroy  the  surface  on  making' compensation  ; 
-i^r,  in  substance,  that,  for  the  purpose  of  getting  the  minerals,  he 
should  have  power  to  buy  the  surface  back,  paying  the  full  value 
lar  it.     I  think  that  no  one  can  read  the  judgment  without  comings 
to  tte  conclusion  that  if  the  provision  as  to  compensation  had  not 
been  tliere  the  House  of  Lords,  notwithstanding  the  strength  of 
the  other  words,  would  in  all  probability  have  come  to  a  different 
conclusion.     In  the  present  case  there  is  no  reason  to  suppose  that 
the  parties  had  china  clay  in  contemplation  at  the  time  when  the 
<leed  was  executed.    There  is,  indeed,  one  old  man  who  proves, 
«^d  I  ^o  Jiot  dispute  the  correctness  of  what  he  says,  that  china 
day  ^eas  at  the  time  being  got  in  one  neighbouring  parish,  but  it 
is  proved   that  it  was  not  got  in  the  parish  in  question  for  a  great 
many  years  afterwards.     And  it  is  also  proved  that  it  was  not 
until  years  after  this  that  the  Duchy  of  ChmwaU  received  any  dues 
for  getting  china  clay.    Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  I  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  words  here  used  are  not  sufficiently  clear  to 
give  the  owner  of  the  mines  the  absolute  power  of  destroying  the 
surface,  and  that  the  Defendants  hare  not  the  right  they  claim. 

There  is  one  argument  that  I  should,  perhaps*  notice.    It  was 

•urged  that  streaming  for  tin  had  been  used  in  ComvHxU  from  time 

immemorial ;  that  therefore  it  was  impossible  to  suppose  that  the 

right  of  streaming  for  tin  was  not  intended  to  be  reserved;  and 

that,  as  streaming  for  tin  involved  an  injury  to  the  surface  of  the 

same  kind,  if  not  quite  to  the  same  extent^  as  the  taking  of  china 

•day,  the  fact  that  taking  the  china  clay  involved  the  destruction 

•  of  the  surface  was  no  sufficient  reason  for  holding  the  right  to  take 

it  not  to  be  reserved.    I  do  not  wish  to  give  any  decisive  opinion 

whether  the  right  of  streaming  for  tin  is  reserved  or  not,  as  that 

^question  is  not  before  us,  and  may  be  of  very  great  importance. 

That  q^uestion  does  not  stand  quite  on  the  same  footing  as  the 

qnestioxx  relating  to  the  taking  of  china  clay.     There  is  no  doubt 

.that  streaming  for  tin  was  a  thoroughly  well-known  and  common 

process.     At  the  same  time,  tin  might  be  got  by  mining,  and  the 
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owner  of  the  xainerals  would  not,  b^  being  predaded  from  stream' 
ing,  be  deprived  of  all  power  to  get  it,  and,  as  at  preeent  ad- 
TtBed,  I  do  not  think  that  the  worda  of  the  power  in  the  present 
case  are  gafficient  to  confer  a  right  of  streaming  for  tin.  When 
an  owner  of  both  surface  and  mineralfi  sells  the  Bnr&ce  and  reaenea 
the  minerals,  with  power  to  get  them,  he  ought,  if  he  iutendE  to 
hare  the  power  of  destroying  the  surface  in  getting  them,  to  frame 
his  power  in  such  language  that  the  Court  may  be  able  to  sa;  thit 
snch  was  clearly  the  intention  of  the  parties.  The  Yice-GhaDcellor 
in  his  judgment  fully  acknowledged  the  difficnlty  that,  if  the 
Defendants  had  the  right  to  take  china  clay,  the  reBerraUoD 
might  be  absolutely  destructive  of  the  grant,  but  said  he  coul<i  not 
see  where  he  was  to  fix  the  limit  to  the  reserration  if  its  nords 
were  not  to  be  taken  according  to  their  full  and  strict  meaning.  1 
feel  myself  that  it  is  very  difRcult  to  say  where  the  limit  is  to  be 
placed.  It  is  very  difficult  to  lay  down  exactly  what  the  ownei  of 
minerals  may  do  for  the  purpose  of  getting  them ;  but  I  do  not 
think  it  vould  be  right  or  just  to  the  owner  of  the  surface  to  sav 
that  his  surface  may  be  destroyed  because  there  may  be  a  difficulty 
in  saying  exactly  what  the  owner  of  minerals  may  do  and  what  he 
may  not  do  in  every  case.  In  the  present  case  I  think  the  itsolt 
is  this,  that  the  general  reservation  of  minerals  includes  the  china 
clay,  a  mineral  the  existence  of  which  apparently  was  not  knovn 
to  the  parties  at  the  time  when  the  instnmient  was  exeonted,  uil 
which  cannot  be  got  without  destroying  the  surface.  It  appeui 
to  me  that  the  fair  result  of  that  state  of  things  is  that  the  lord  of 
the  manor  is  practically  in  the  same  position  as  he  would  hare 
been  in  if  this  had  remained  a  copyhold  tenement,  viz.,  that  the 
right  to  the  clay  is  in  him;  but'inasmoch  as  he  has  not  reaerred 
the  power  to  destroy  the  surface,  and  inasmuch  as  this  clay  cannot 
be  got  without  destroying  the  surface,  he  cannot  get  the  clsf 
unless  he  can  make  some  arrangement  with  the  owner  of  tbe 
snrilace.  I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  Flaintiffii  are  en- 
titled  to  have  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Defendants  from  getting 
the  ohina  clay  in  such  a  way  as  to  destroy  or  serioosly  injure  the 
surface ;  but  as  they  have  failed  in  one  most  essential  part  of  the 
case — namely,  the  part  relating  to  the  twenty-seven  acres — they 
ought  to  have  no  costs. 
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Sib  W.  M.  James,  L.J.: —  Ij.  jj. 

I   entirely  concur  both  with  the  conclusions  and  reasoning  of        1872 
the    Ijord  Justice.    The  long  and  uniform  series  of  authorities        Hkxt 
appear  to  me  to  have  established  a  very  convenient  and  consistent       Giu,. 
systera,  giving  the  mineral  owner  every  reasonable  profit  out  of 
tlie    mineral  treasures,  and  at  the  same  time  saving  the  land- 
OTtmer's   practical  enjoyment  of  his  houses,  gardens,  fields,  and 
woodSy  without  which  the  grant  to  him  would  have  been  illusory. 

Sut  for  these  authorities  I  should  have  thought  that  what  was 
meant  by  "  mines  and  minerals  "  in  such  a  grant  was  a  question  of 
fact  'wikSit  these  words  meant  in  the  vernacular  of  the  mining  world 
and  commercial  world  and  landowners  at  the  end  of  the  last  cen- 
tnry  ;  upon  which  I  am  satisfied  that  no  one  at  that  time  would 
Iiave  thought  of  classing  clay  of  any  kind  as  a  mineral. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  BeU,  Brodrich^  d  Chray ;  Mr.  T.  OHL 


BUDGE  V.  GUMMO  W.  l.  jj. 

[1864     B.     154.]  1572 

Tntstees — Improper  Investment^In^ufficient  Value,  JWy  20,  22. 

Trustees  were  charged  with  the  loss  occaaioned  l>y  an  inTestment  of  the  trust 
funds  on  insufficient  security.  The  property  was  a  hotel  in  the  oountiy,  and 
the  trustees  had  sent  down  a  lAmdon  surveyor  wlio  valued  the  hotel,  including 
therein  the  licence,  at  nearly  double  the  sum  to  be  advanced.  The  hotel 
turned  out  to  be  worth  much  less  than  the  sum  advanced.  The  trustees 
gave  no  further  account  of  the  circumstances  under  which  the  advance  was 

made: — 

Hdd  (reversing  the  decision  of  J^oooi?,  V.C.),  that  the  trustees  were  charge- 
able with  the  sum  so  advanced. 

The  trustees  in  this  case  held  fiinds  under  the  marriage  settle- 
ment and  under  the  will  of  Michael  Oumnunp.  Under  each  instra- 
ment  the  trustees  had  power  to  invest  in  Grovemmeut  or  real 
securities.  The  settlement  contained  the  usaal  trustees*  indemnity 
clause ;  and  the  will  contained  a  declaration  that  the  trustees  were 
not  to  he  answerable  for  involuntary  losses.  The  trustees  had,  out 
of  the  blended  funds  so  held,  advanced  £1400  on  mortgage  of  a 
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freehold  hotel  at  Broadatairs,  upoD  which  a  heavy  lose  had  been 
mcorred. 

The  011I7  evidence  as  to  how  the  advance  had  been  made  tm 
on  an  affidavit  of  the  trustees.  By  that  affidavit  it  appearai 
that  before  the  advance  waa  made,  Mr.  Hariin,  a  solicitor  end  tLe 
acting  trustee,  had  employed  a  competent  London  surveyor  to  go 
to  Broadeiairs  and  valae  the  property  on  which  the  advance  wu  to 
be  made.  The  property  was  a  freehold  hotel  lately  faoilt,  and 
called  the  Balmoral  Eolel,  then  let  for  £120  per  annum.  The 
surveyor  made  his  report,  in  which  he  valued  the  property  st 
£2700,  but  that  valuation  included  the  sum  of  £800  at  which 
he  valued  the  licence.  The  trustees  thereupon,  in  April,  185S, 
advanced  the  £1400  to  the  owner  of  the  fee  in  the  hotel,  and  took 
a  mortgage  in  fee  for  that  amount.  The  then  tenant  of  the  hotel 
soon  afterwards  failed,  as  did  a  subsequent  tenant,  and  the  hotel 
was  shut  up  until  1860,  when  it  waa  let  for  £50  a  year.  The  nuRi- 
gagor  bad  not  paid  the  interest,  and  the  tiustees  bad  advanced 
sums  for  repairs,  and  in  other  ways,  so  that,  with  the  arrears  of 
interest,  there  was  a  total  loss  to  the  estates  of  £2114. 

The  trustees,  in  1864,  instituted  a  suit  for  the  administration  of 
the  two  estates.  A  decree  was  made  and  accounts  were  directed. 
The  trustees  made  an  affidavit  as  above  mentioned,  and  the  «3^tt 
que  irvti  produced  evidence  by  surveyors  that  the  property  fffts 
worth  between  £800  and  £900.  Tbe  Chief  Clerk  disallowed  to 
the  trustees  the  sum  of  £1400  so  advanced. 

The  trustees  then  took  out,  before  the  Vice-ChanceUor  Saetm, 
a  summons  to  vary  the  certificate  of  the  Chief  Clerk,  and  the 
Vice-Chancellor  Baeon  directed  the  certificate  to  be  varied  ac- 
cordingly (1). 

matJDg  the  value  of  the  property,  I'^t 
surreyor  took  into  cooaidenition  fix 
value  of  the  pnblic-honse  licence,  awi 
it  was  coDlended  that  this  ought  na' 
to  have  been  done.  It  is  true  thst » 
publie-hoDBe  licence  iis  merely  [er. 
Honal  thing,  but  etill  a  licented  puUic- 
houK  haa  a  particukr  value  of  ila  o"'  '• 
and  even  if  the  tenant  had  to  be  Inrorf 
out,  the  owner  could  have  obtained  m- 
other  tenant  and  another  licence,  toi 


(1)  1872.  March  22. 
Sm  Jakes  Baooh,  V.C.  :— 

There  is  no  doubt  that  a  trustee  who 
deals  with  trust  propertf  as  carefully  as 
if  it  were  his  own  property  oommita  no 
breach  of  trust.  Now  in  this  case  the 
trustees  employed  a  competent  person 
to  go  to  Broadilairt  and  examine  the 
property.  He  found  it  occupied  by  a 
respectable  tenant  as  a  hotel,  and  held 
;it  a  sufficient  rent.    No  doubt,  in  esti- 
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The  eestuis  que  trust  appealed. 

Mr.  Eddis,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  WcMer,  for  the  Appellants,   cited 
SireUan  v.  AshmaU  (1);  Jones  v.  Lewis  (2). 

Mr.  Kay^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  /Speed,  for  the  trustees : — 
The  trustees  acted  with  as  much  care  as  if  they  had  been  ad- 
Yancing  their  own  money.  What  could  they  do  more  than  take 
the  opinion  of  a  competent  surveyor?  It  had  been  suggested  that 
they  ought  to  have  employed  a  local  surveyor  who  would  have 
known  more  about  it  But  the  practice  is  quite  the  other  way,  and 
Lmdon  surveyors  in  whom  the  lenders  have  confidence  are  very 
generally  employed.  Certainly  the  investment  has  turned  out 
unfortunately,  but  we  must  not  look  at  it  as  it  appears  now,  but  as 
it  appeared  in  1855. 

[The  LoBD  Justice  James  :— I  never  before  knew  a  case  of 
this  kind  in  which  the  trustees  have  not  shewn  how  they  were 
induced  to  lend  the  money.] 

The  trustees  have  made  an  affidavit  which  they  conceived  to  be 
quite  sufficient  There  is  no  case  of  fraud  or  malajides  alleged  or 
suggested  agamst  them ;  at  all  events  there  are  no  materials  now 
before  the  Court  to  enable  tjie  Court  to  say  that  the  trustees  acted 
improperly. 

SiB  W.  M.  Jambs,  L.J.:— 

In  this  case  I  am  compelled  to  decide  against  the  trustees,  how- 
ever painful  it  may  be.    In  my  opinion  it  would  be  pessimi  exempli 
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so  the  value  of  the  house  would  have 
remained  unimpaired.    Then,  after  the 
lapse  of  fourteen  or  fifteen  years,  certain 
aorveyora  and  valuers  are  brought  for- 
ward to  say  that  in  1855  the  house  was 
not  worth  £900.  But  no  sufficient  case 
has  been  made  for  charging  with  the 
loss  the  trustees,  who  had  employed  a 
competent  person  to  value  the  pro- 
perty before  they  advanced  the  money. 
Although  the  investment,  from  subse- 


qaent  events  which  could  not  have  been 
foreseen,  had  resulted  in  a  heavy  loss, 
there  had  been  no  breach  of  trust,  and 
the  amount  must  be  allowed  to  the 
trustees.  As  to  the  sums  paid  for  re- 
pairs and  the  other  expenses^  I  have  no 
sufficient  evidence,  and  there  must  be  a 
further  inquiry  respecting  them. 

(1)  3  Drew.  9. 

(2)  3  De  G.  &  Sm.  471. 
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L.  JJ.      if  it  should  go  forth  to  the  world  that  trustees  might  lend  Inst 
IB72       money  under  such  circumstances  as  these  before  us. 
B^^  We  know  that  £1400  was  lent  upon  property  which  will  not  dot 

„   "■         produce  more  than  £50  a  year,  and  persons  really  acquainted  with 

it  say  that  it  was  not  worth  more  than  £800  or  £900.  The  Umm 

have  contented  themselves  with  producing  the  report  of  the  sqi- 
veyor  employed  by  them. 

[His  Lordship  then  read  the  report.] 

It  appears  to  me  that  that  report  is  one  upon  which  no  Bcnsible 
or  prudent  man  would  ever  lend  such  a  sum  as  £1400.  The  wine 
of  the  hotel  licence  was  thrown  in,  but  how  could  a  land  saiTeyor, 
who  was  a  stranger  to  the  place,  estimate  the  value  of  the  lit-enee? 
The  trueteee  ought  to  have  ascertained,  es  they  might  easily  hi^e 
done,  that  the  hotel  was  but  recently  opened  and  that  the  licence 
could  have  no  such  value.  The  value  of  a  hotel  is  ne<;es8arily  of  a 
very  speculative  character,  and  may,  like  the  property  in  the  case 
of  iSttckney  V.  Seudl  (1),  arise  &om  accident. 

Hr.  Harbin,  one  of  the  trustees,  must  have  known  that  it  conU 
not  be  worth  even  £1900,  and  I  suspect  that  the  £800  was  thrown 
in  to  make  up  a  sufficient  value. 

It  was  a  secnrity  which  tmstees  were  not  justified  in  taldng,  and 
tiiey  have  not  chosen  to  give  any  explanation  of  how  ttej  vere 
induced  to  make  the  investment,  or  how  they  came  to  employ  a 
surveyor  who  was  not  acquainted  with  Broadataira.  Nor  does  it 
appear  that  there  was  actual  evidence  given  as  to  the  existoice  a 
the  lease  for  £120. 

Upon  the  whole,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  Chief  Clerk,  who  neces- 
sarily has  had  much  experience  in  these  matters,  bas  come  to  a 
correct  conclusion,  and  that  the  decision  of  the  Tioe-Cbancellor 
mast  be  reversed.  The  Appellants  will  have  their  costs  below,  but 
not  c^  the  appeal. 

Sir  Or.  Mellibh,  LJ.,  concurred. 

Solicitor  for'  the  Appellants :  Mr.  G.  Coriwdl. 
Solicitor  for  the  Tmstees :  Mr.  W.  F.  Loic. 
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In  re  HATTON.  L.  JJ. 

Composition— 'Default  in  payment  qf  Instalment — Action — Inj'ttnction,  ?^^ 

Where,  by  resolutiooB  under  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  the  creditors  agreed  -  '^ 

to  accept  a  oompoeition  payable  by  iustahnents,  and  the  debtor  made  default 
in  payment  of  an  instabnent  to  a  creditor : — 

ITeZi  (reversing  the  decision  of  the  Registrar),  that  the  creditor  could  main* 
tain  an  action  against  the  debtor  for  the  balance  of  the  whole  debt  remaining 
nnpaid,  and  would  not  be  restrained  by  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy. 

OeOBGE  HATTON,  on  the  24th  of  March,  1871,  filed  his  Peti- 
tion for  liquidation  or  composition  with  his  creditorSy  and  at  the 
first  meeting  of  creditors  the  following  resolutions  were  passed : — 
**  1.  That  a  composition  of  Ss.  in  the  ponnd  shall  be  accepted  in 
satisfaction  of  the  debts  due  to  the  creditors  from  the  said  Oeorge 
Hatton  :  2.  That  such  composition  be  payable  as  follows :  2$.  6d. 
in  the  pound  three  months  after  registration  of  this  resolutioDy  and 
28.  6d.  in  the  pound  six  months  after  registration  ;"  which  resolu- 
tions were  duly  confirmed  and  registered. 

Messrs.  Hodge  db  Co.,  as  creditors  of  Hatton^  assented  to  the  reso- 
lutionsy  and  received  the  first  instabnent  of  £5  18«.  9d.  on  their 
debt  of  £47  10«. 

The  second  instabnent  became  due  on  the  26th  of  October,  1871, 
but  was  not  paid,  and  EMan  now  alleged  that  he  was  unable  to  pay 
it.  Hodge  it  Co.  applied  for  payment,  and  on  the  30th  of  April, 
1872,  commenced  an  action  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  to 
recoyer  a  balance  of  £45  8s. 

Haiton  then  sent  them  an  order  for  £5  IBs.  9d.  as  the  second 
^stalment,  which  they  refused  to  receive. 

Sdiion  then  obtained  from  the  Registrar  acting  as  Chief  Jadge 
in  Bankruptcy  an  injunction  restraining  Hodge  A  Go.  from  |pro- 
<5eeding  with  their  action  until  the  further  order  of  the  Court. 

-®^«  &  Co.  now  moved,  by  way  of  appeal,  to  discharge  the 
order  granting  the  injunction. 

^^*  I>e  G«c,  Q.C^  and  Mr.  Bagley,  for  the  Appellants  :— 
Unless  the  terms  of  the  composition  are  observed,  the  creditor  is  re- 
stored to  his  full  rights :  Sewdl  Y.Mus9on  (1) ;  Edwards  v.  Ooombe  (2). 
Cl>  1  Vem.  210.  (2)  Law  Rep.  7  a  P.  619. 
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L.  13.  Mr.  Bobertaon  Griffiiht,  for  SaHon  :— 

i^  The  creditor  ought  to  proceed  in  bankruptcy  to  enforce  hig 

i<>  r»        nghts,  whatever  they  may  be,  and  ought  not  to  harass  the  debtor 

'      and  obtain  payment  in  full,  to  the  disadrantags  of  the  other  cre- 

ditorB.  Sect.  126  of  the  Act  of  1869  shews  how  the  creditor  ought 
to  proceed.  One  object  of  the  Act  was  to  prevent  proceedings  in 
any  other  Court  when  once  the  affairs  of  the  debtor  were  before 
the  Court  of  Bankruptcy.  In  re  Bemingway  (1)  is  a  direct  authority 


(1)  18T2,  March  25.  C.  J.  B. 
Ex  forie  Hihikqwat. 
This  wm  an  appeal  from  an  order  of 
the  R^trar  of  the  County  Court  at 
Zewt*  teatraining  the  Appellant,  Hem- 
ingway, from  issuing  execution  on  a 
judgment  obtained  by  him  under  the 
following  circnrostauces : — 

On  tba  12th  of  April,  1871,  one  Howard 
filed  a  petition  under  the  artangeinent 
cUnBesoftheSanit:rup(cyJcf,1869.  The 
first  meeting  of  the  creditors  was  dnly 
held,  and  a  resolution  wu  pasaed  ac- 
cepting a  cotnpoaition  of  5s.  in  the 
pound,  payable  one  month  after  regis- 
tration. On  the  IDthofMay  the  second 
meeting  of  the  creditors  vras  held,  at 
which  this  resolution  vbb  confirmed, 
and  it  was  registered  on  ths  following 
day.  At  the  first  meeting  Htmingtaay 
attended  by  proxy,  and  tendered  a  proof 
for  £16  12>.  debt,  and  £1 16i.  Gd.  costs. 
The  debt  was  admitted,  bat  the  costs 
were  objected  to.  He  also  attended  the 
second  meetiog.  No  tender  of  the  com- 
position was  ever  actually  made  to 
Iteminguiay,  but  on  or  about  the  20th 
of  June  a  circular  letter  was  sent  to  the 
unpaid  creditors,  giving  notice  that  the 
compoeition  was  pa  j.tble  at  the  office  of 
//ouwnfs  soUcitor,  but  that  if  required 
it  would  be  forwarded  by  Foet-office 
order.  Tha  Appellant  alone  of  the  then 
unpaid  crediton  denied  having  received 
such  circular  letter,  and  oo  the  5th  of 
December  he  entered  a  plaint  in  the 


County  Court  at  Leeds  for  the  amount 
of  the  debt  admitted  fay  tha  bankrupt. 
The  County  Court  Judge  gave  a  Ter- 
dict  for  the  Plaintiff  for  the  full  amount, 
but  latimated  that  the  Defendant  might 
s.p'pij.wiAetih.t  Bankruptcy  Act,  1669, 
for  an  injunction  to  reatrain  tha  Flaio- 
tiS  from  recovering  under  his  judgment 
more  than  the  composition  and  the 
costs  of  the  action.  The  Court,  on  an 
application  being  mftde,  granted  the  in- 
junction, and  made  the  order  now  ap- 
pealed from. 

Mr.  BagUy,  in  mpport  of  the  appeal 
Mr.  AoieriMR  QrigiOa,  eontrii. 

The  Cunr  Judge  was  of  o[»nion  that 
tha  resolution,  having  been  dnly  paasri 
at  meetings  which  the  Appellant  by 
his  solicitor  attended,  could  not  now  be 
called  iu  question,  but  was  binding  on 
all  the  creditors  equally. 

As  to  a  tender  of  the  compoaidoa  not 
having  been  actually  made,  that,  under 
the  circumstances,  was  impracticable, 
nnless  the  debtor  chose  to  tender  more 
than  he  admitted  to  be  due,  as  the 
amount  of  the  debt  was  disputed.  His 
Honour  thought  that  the  creditor  ought 
to  have  used  the  remedies  pven  to  him 
by  the  Act  of  1889,  and  to  have  pro- 
ceeded in  the  Court  of  Banhraptcy  to 
recover  the  composition,  and  that  he 
had  Qo  right  to  sue  at  common  law^fsr 
hia  debt.  The  appeal  must  be  dis- 
missed with  costs. 
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OB  the  point.    The  original  debt  is  gone  by  the  composition   and       I*.  JJ. 
the  creditor  can  now  only  proceed  in  bankruptcy.  ^^^2 

Sib  W.  M.  James,  L J. :—  ni^^N. 

I   thiak  that  we  are  bound  by  the  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  in  Edwards  v.  Coombe  (1). 

We  find,  indeed,  a  decision  in  Jn  re  Hemingway  which  appears 
to  l>e  conflicting  with  that  decision,  but  there  were  peculiar  cir- 
cumstances in  that  case  which  may  have  had  some  influence  upon 
the  mind  of  the  Chief  Judge.  Here,  however,  the  question  has 
resolved  it«elf  into  the  simplest  form  possible.  If  the  debt  continues 
to  esList  at  common  law,  and  it  has  been  decided  that  the  debt  does 
continue  so  to  exist,  there  is  nothing  in  this  case  to  induce  us  as  a 
Court  of  Equity,  or  a  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  to  say  that  the  debt 
does  not  exist  in  this  Court. 

flie  Act  has  provided  that  a  certain  majority  of  the  creditors 
sliall  baTO  power  to  bind  every  creditor  to  accept  a  composition 
or  something  less  than  he  is  entitled  to.    In  this  case  the  creditor 
is    to   accept  5s.  in  the  pound,  payable  by  instalments,  at  threo 
montlis  and  six  months.    It  must  be  conceded  that  if  this  had 
'been  an  agreement  with  any  individual  creditor,  that  agreement 
could  not  be  pleaded  as  accord  and  satisfaction  of  the  debt  unless 
actaal  payment  of  the  5s.  modo  et  formd  could  also  be  pleaded  • 
and  I  do  not  see  why  we  are  to  suppose  any  difference  between  the 
two  cases.     It  is  true  that  the  Act  has  given  not  only  power  to 
make  binding  resolutions  as  to  the  composition,  but  power  to  the 
creditors  to  enforce  in  bankruptcy  payment  of  the  composition.  That, 
however,  amounts  only  to  a  further  security,  and  does  not  alter  the 
nature  of  the  agreement.    If  the  creditors  had  intended  to  make 
such  an  alteration,  they  might  have  said  so.     The  resolution  of 
the  creditors  might  have  provided  that  giving  promissory  notes,  with 
or  without  sureties,  should  be  accepted  in  discharge  of  the  existing 
debts,  and  then  the  execution  of  the  promissory  notes  by  the  debtor 
and  the  sureties  might  be  pleaded  as  accord  and  satisfaction. 

To  give  any  other  interpretation  to  the  Act  would  be  to  inter- 
fere with  the  general  provisions  of  the  Act,  an4  would  in  fact 
interfere  with  the  rateable  distribution  of  the  assets,  instead  of 

(I)  LawKep.  7C.  P.  510. 
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L.  JJ.      having  the  contrary  effect,  as  had  been  argued.    It  was  stud  tliat 

IS7S        the  debtor  might  then  be  able  to  pay  half  his  creditors,  and  leave 

j„  „       the  others  unpaid,  but  that  is  entirely  met  by  the  proriBiob  at 

^™"-     the  end  of  the  126th  section,  enabling  the  Court  under  snch  eir- 

cumstances  to  adjudge  the  debtor  a  bankrupt.      If  the  debtor 

applies  great  part  of  his  assets  in  payment  of  some  of  his  debts, 

any  other  creditor,  seeing  that  the  debtor  vould  then  not  be  able 

to  pay  him,  can  go  to  the  Conrt  of  Bankniptcy  and  have  the  debtor 

adjudged  bankrupt,  so  as  to  prevent  that  state  of  thiogs. 

It  appears  to  me  that  the  Conrt  of  Common  Pleas  has  decided 
in  accordance  with  my  own  view,  that  the  composition  must  be 
paid  pursuant  to  the  agreement  as  well  as  agreed  to  be  paid  to 
give  the  debtor  a  valid  defence  to  an  action  at  law ;  nor  is  there 
any  defence  or  any  equity  in  this  Court  There  may  be  cases  in 
which  by  accident,  and  not  by  default  of  the  debtor,  the  compoei- 
tion  is  not  duly  paid,  and  then  no  doabt  this  Court  would  rehere 
the  debtor  from  the  effect  of  snch  an  accident,  and  remove  snT 
injustice. 


Sib  G.  Hellish,  L.J. : — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  At  common  law,  where  a  body  of  credi- 
tors accept  a  composition,  they  may  either  ^ree  to  take  the  promises 
of  the  debtor  with  or  without  a  surety  in  satis&ction  of  the  debts, 
or  they  may  agree  that  payment  shall  be  a  condition  precedent, 
and  that  if  the  debtor  pays  the  composition  at  a  certain  time  and 
place  the  creditors  will  accept  that  composition  in  satisfaction  of 
their  debts.  It  ia  a  question  of  construction  of  the  instrument  of 
arrangement,  and  it  is  not  nncommon  for  the  creditors  to  accept  a 
promise  by  the  debtor  and  a  surety  as  a  satisfaction  of  their  debts. 
But  where  they  agree  to  accept  a  composition,  the  debtor  is  not 
discharged  unless  he  pays  the  composition,  for  that  is  the  only 
thing  which  compels  him  to  pay  it,  and  that  is  the  only  hold 
which  the  creditors  have  upon  him.  There  is  nothing  in  the  Act 
to  alter  this  state  of  things.  There  may  be,  as  in  this  case,  a  simple 
composition  which  the  creditors  i^ree  to  accept  if  paid  to  the  dav, 
and  there  is  in  my  opinion  no  reason  why  we  should  construe  these 
resolutions  otherwise. 

In  a  similar  case,  as  I  understand  it,  the  Court  of  Common 
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Pleas  has  held  that  the  creditor  could  maintain  his  action  for  the 
ftill  amount,  and  there  is  nothing  to  induce  us  in  this  case  to 
restrain  him.    The  only  excuse  given  by  the  debtor  is  that  he       j„  „ 
lad  not  money  with  which  to  pay  this  instalment ;  but  that,  under     H^^h 
the  drcumstances,  is  not  a  sufficient  excuse ;  and  it  was  not  until 
the  action  was  brought  that  the  composition  was  tendered. 

The  order  of  the  Eegistrar  must  be  discharged.    The  creditors 
will  have  their  costs  below,  but  not  of  the  appeal. 

Solicitor  for  the  Debtor :  Mr.  /.  T.  Moss. 
Solicitor  for  the  Creditors :  Mr.  G.  B.  Webb. 
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Failure  of  Purpose  of  Gi/t^SetHement—Advancement'-Jholition  qfPurcJiuae  ^®^ 
(f  Commieeions  in  Army^Eeg^datUm  ^  Forces  Ad,  1871  (34  <fe  85  Vict.  J^ 
c,  86}.  *         _ 

By  a  separation  deed  a  sum  of  mooey  was  directed  to  beheld  by  trustees 
upon  trust  for  the  wife  for  life,  and  after  her  death,  as  to  four-sixth  parts  thereof 
for  F.  IT.,  one  of  the  children  of  the  marriage,  who  was  then  an  officer  in  the 
army,  during  his  life,  and  after  his  death  for  his  children.  And  it  was  de- 
clared that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  trustees,  if  in  their  discretion  they 
should  think  fit^  to  apply  any  portion  of  the  fund,  not  exceeding  £2000  in  or 
towards  effecting  the  promotion  of  F.  W.  in  the  army.  The  trustees  applied 
£850  in  the  way  pointed  out  by  the  deed,  hut  in  consequence  of  the  aboliUon 
of  purchase  of  commissions  in  the  army,  under  the  Royal  Warrant  of  the 
20th  of  July,  1871,  no  further  sum  could  he  applied  for  the  same  purpose  :— 

Seid,  that  the  purpose  for  which  the  power  was  given  to  the  trustees  having 
failed,  the  residue  of  the  sum  of  £2000  could  not  he  raised  and  applied^ 
any  manner  for  the  benefit  of  F.  W. 

Palmer  ▼.  Flower  (1)  distinguished. 

IfllS  Petition  was  heard  in  the  first  instance   by  the  Lords 
Justices  at  the  request  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls. 

On  the  24th  of  March,  1869,  a  deed  of  separation  was  executed 
by  Mr.  Frederick  Ward  the  elder  and  Jane  his  wife.   By  this  deed 
after  reciting,  among  other  things,  that  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Ward  had 
five  children,  of  whom  Frederick  Ward  the  younger  was  one,  it 
was  declared  that  the  two  trustees  of  the  indenture  should  stand 

(1)  Law  Kep.  13  Eq.  250. 
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L.  JJ.  possessed  of  a  sum  of  £10,9€9,  which  had  beeo  paid  to  them,  upoo 
1S7Z  tnut  to  invest  the  same  and  to  pay  the  income  thereof  to  Hrs.  Ward 
la  n  during  her  life  for  her  separate  ase,  and  aStet  her  death,  as  to 
^^^^  fonr-sisths  of  the  trust  fund,  apoii  trust  to  pay  the  income  to 
— ■  Frederick  Ward  the  younger  for  hia  life,  and  after  his  death  upon 
trust  for  the  children  of  Frederick  Ward  the  younger  as  he  should 
by  deed  or  will  appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment  apon  trust 
for  the  children  whc^  being  sons,  should  attain  twenty-one,  or, 
being  daughters,  shonid  attain  that  age  or  marry,  in  equal  shares ; 
and  in  default  of  children,  for  hia  sisters  Caroline  Nott  and  Franca 
Ward  ttixd  their  respective  children  as  therein  meutinued.  And 
the  indenture  contained  a  proviso  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the 
trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being,  if  he  or  they  should  in 
their  or  his  discretion  see  fit  (and  they  or  he  should  be  under 
no  fiduciary  obligation  as  to  the  exercise  of  such  discretion),  at 
any  time  or  times  while  the  said  Frederiok  Ward  the  younger 
should  continue  to  hold  a  commission  in  Her  Majesty's  army,  by 
and  out  of  the  said  four-sixth  parts,  to  raise  cny  sum  or  sums  not 
exceedmg  in  the  whole  the  sum  of  i22OO0,  and  to  apply  such  sum  or 
sums  in  or  towards  the  purchase  of  or  effecting  his  promotion  in 
Her  Majesty's  army;  but  it  was  provided  that  no  sum  should, 
during  the  life  of  Mrs.  Ward,  be  raised  for  that  purpose  without 
her  consent  in  writing,  and  that  in  that  case  Frederick  Ward  the 
younger  should  by  his  bond  secure  her  an  annual  snm  during  her 
life  equal  to  £5  per  cent,  on  the  sum  so  raised. 

In  July,  1869,  the  trustees  applied  £850,  part  of  the  sum  of 
£10,969,  with  the  consent  of  Mrs.  Ward,  in  efiecting  the  promotion 
of  Frederick  Ward  the  younger  to  the  rank  of  lieutenant  in  the 
army,  and  he  executed  a  bond  as  required  by  the  separation  deed. 
By  a  royal  warrant  of  the  20th  of  July,  1871,  and  by  the  Regu- 
lation of  the  Forces  Act,  1871  (34  &  35  Vict  c  88),  the  purxiase 
uf  commissions  in  the  army  was  abolished,  and  it  therefore  became 
impossible  to  apply  any  farther  portion  of  the  sum  of  £2000  in 
that  way. 

The  trustees  accordingly  presented  a  petition,  under  the  22  &  23 
Vict.  c.  35,  asking  for  the  advice  and  direction  of  the  Court  whether 
they  might  safely  pay  the  sum  of  £1150,  being  the  balance  of  the 
sum  of  £2000,  to  Frederick  Ward  the  younger,  or  whether  they 
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auigfht  exercue  the  power  of  adTancement  in  any  other  way  for  L.  jj« 
Jiis  benefit.  1872 

The  Petition  was  presented  in  the  Court  of  the  Master  of  the        j^^ 

Bolls,  but,  at  his  request,  was  heard  by  the  Lords  Justices.  t^^* 

All  tlie  members  of  the  fSEtmily  who  were  adult  consented  to  the       

application. 

Mr.  Waller,  for  the  Petitioners,  referred  to  Pdmer  v.  Flower  (1), 

^here   Vice-Chancellor  Bmou  directed  a  sum  of  £6500,  which 

trustees  were  empowered  by  a  testator  to  raise  for  procuring  the 

promotion  of  his  nephew  in  the  army,  to  be  paid  to  him  absolutely, 

cmder    similar  circumstances  to  those  under  which  the  present 

-difficulty  had  arisen.    The  only  distinction  between  that  case  and 

the  present  was  that  this  case  arose  oxi  a  deed  inter  vivos  instead 

of  a  wilL    But  as  it  was  a  settlement  £or  the  benefit  of  the  &mily, 

and  JP.  Ward  the  younger  was  one  o£  the  objects  of  the  settlor's 

bounty,  for  whom  a  provision  was  intended,  the  same  principle 

'would  apply.  It  was  a  circumstance  to  be  considered  that  he  was  in 

the  army  at  the  time  when  the  deed  -was  executed ;  if  he  had  not 

been  the  provision  for  his  advancement  would  probably  have  been 

more  generaL    He  also  referred  to  Leehe  v.  LordJ^KUmorey  (2), 

Barlow  v.  Qrant  (3),  and  Cope  v.  Wilmoi  (4). 

Mr.  8.  Dickinson,  for  Mr.  F.  Ward  the  younger  and  his  mother 
-and  sisters. 

Mr.  Streelen,  for  Mr.  F.  Ward  the  elder. 

Mr.  Bunting,  for  the  infant  children  of  CarolineJfoU,  offered 
no  opposition. 

SiB  W.  M.  James,  L.X :— 

This  is  not  an  absolute  gift,  it  is  only  a  discretionary  power  to 
advance  money  for  the  benefit  of  the  son  in  one  particular  direc- 
tion. I  think  the  case  is  not  governed  by  PoZmer  Y.  ^otiw.  That 
^vaa  a  case  of  a  will,  and  the  Vice-Chancellor  proceeded  on  the 
expressed  intention  of  "  making  a  provision  for  the  advancement " 
of  his  nephew.  Hero  there  is  a  deed  between  parties,  and  we  must 

(1)  Law  Bep.  13  Eq.  250.  (3)  1  Vern.  265. 

(2)  T.  &  B.  207.  (4)  1  Coll.  396,  n. 
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L.  N.  be  gnided  by  the  espress  worda.  If  the  way  of  applying  tiie  mmey, 

19T2  which  was  legal  at  the  date  of  the  deed,  had  oontinned  to  be  legal, 

j«  rs  it  might  hare  been  applied  ia  that  way.    As  the  lav  do*  standt 

^^^  Mr.  Ward  gets  his  promotioD  without  the  payment  of  money,  and 

"^  the  fund  cannot  he  so  applied. 

8m  G.  Mki>i^h,  L  J.,  concorred. 

Solicitors :  Measrg.  Newbon  A  Co. ;  Mr.  J.  J.  Ifarlty. 


L.  JJ.  Eie  parte  KIVETON  COAL  COMPANY. 

18«  In  «  PHILLIPS. 

'^^     '       BanKruptcy — Pnidfce — Appeal  from  port  tjf  an  Order — Liberty  to  a^rat  aJUr 
ticmty-one  day* — Bankruptcy  Jiuk$,  1870,  nde  143. 

When  an  ftppeal  ia  brongbt  from  part  of  &n  order  in  bankraptcj  tbewbolc 
cue  U  not  open  to  the  Respondent;  but  if  ha  wishes  to  complain  of  UKlbn 
part  of  the  order  he  moat  preaent  a  croas-appcal. 

Where  the  Appellant  bad  not  gJTen  notice  of  appeal  nntil  the  l*at  dij 
allowed  for  the  pnrpow,  the  Court  gave  the  Respondent  leave  to  pTMnt  * 
cnies-appcal,  though  the  time  for  appealing  had  expired. 

J.  HIS  was  an  appeal  by  the  Kivelon  Coal  Company  frota  part  of 
an  order  of  Mr.  Begistrar  EobUU  sitting  for  the  Chief  Jndge. 

On  the  6th  of  September,  1871,  FkiUipB  presented  a  petition 
for  liquidation  of  hia  affairs  by  arrangement  On  the  28th  of 
May,  1872,  the  tmsteea  under  the  liqaidatioD  gave  notice  of  motioo 
to  set  aside,  as  fraudulent  and  void,  a  sale  made  hy  PhiUipt  on  the 
24th  of  AnguBt,  1871,  of  twenty-seven  coal  wa^^ns  to  the  Eiv^m 
Coal  Company.  On  the  26th  of  June,  1872,  Mr.  Hegisttar  SailiH 
made  an  order  declaring  that  the  sate  of  the  waggons  was  not 
fraadnlrat  and  void,  but  that  the  company  had  become  the  trae 
owners  of  the  same ;  but  the  order  went  on  to  declare  tbatsnch  of 
the  waggons  as  had  not  been  taken  possession  of  by  the  company 
before  the  commencement  of  the  liquidation  were,  at  the  date  of 
inch  commencement,  in  the  possession,  order,  or  dispositioD  of 
Phillips,  by  the  consent  and  permission  of  the  company  the  tme 
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owners  thereof;  and  to  direct  that  the  sam©  should  therefore  be 

deliTered  up  to  the  tmsteea 

On  the  17th  of  July  the  company  gave  the  trustees  notice  of 
appeal  from  so  much  of  the  order  as  directed  the  waggons  which 
had  not  been  taken  possession  of  by  the  company  befoiB  the  com-    ^t^  ^' 
mencement  of  the  liquidation  to  be  delivered  up  to  the  trustees. 

Mr.  Roxburgh,  Q.C.,  for  the  Appellants. 

• 

The  Hon.  A.  Thedger  (Mr.  J>  Linklater  with  him),  for  the 
trustees,  claimed  to  open  the  whole  case,  and  to  have  the  sale 
altogether  set  aside.  He  cited  Sherwin  v.  ShcAspear  (1)  ;  Watts  v. 
Syvnes  (2). 

Theib  Lobdships  held  that  the  cases  cited  were  inapplicable^as 
they  related  to  re-hearings  by  way  of  appeal :  whereas  the  present 
Pi'oceeding  was  strictly  an  appeal,  and  the  Respondent  therefore 
^ould  not  open  the  whole  case  without  a  cross-appeal. 

Jtfr.  Theaiger  then  asked  for  leave  to  present  a  cros&^ppeal, 
^iongh  the  twenty-one  days  allowed  by  rule  143  of  the  Bank- 
^'^ptcy  Eules,  1870,  had  paissed. 

-^^^KiB  Lordships  considered  that  they  had  jurisdiction  to  grant 

^h  lock^e,  and  that  it  was  proper  to  grant  it  in  the  present  case, 

,j^  tlio    csompany  had  not  given  notice  of  appeal  till  the  last  day. 

,  ^M'  IL«ord^ips  thought  it  reasonable  that  a  party  who  might  be 

^'^i^ag'   ^o  acquiesce  in  an  order  as  it  stood  should  have  an  oppor- 

^^Uii-ty    ^^£  contending  that  it  ought  to  be  varied  in  his  favour  if  the 

^thex-     ^^.^Mrty  appeals  from  it.     Their  Lordships  accordingly  gave 

**^©  -^^^^pondent  leave  to  appeal,  and  adjourned  the  hearing  of  the 

presoxrt;    appeal,  the  Eespondents  paying  the  costs  of  the  day. 

Soli^5j|jQjpg .  Messrs.  LinkhUer  dk  Co. ;  Mr.  /.  W.  Marsh. 

CX)  5  D.  M.  &  G.  517,  523.  (2)  1  D.  M.  &  G,  240. 
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L.  JJ.  Ex  parte  LIVERPOOL  LOAN  COMPANY. 

^  In  re  BULLEN. 

^9^-  ExecatioH  for  Sum  exxeeding  £50— flanArujrfcy  Act,  1869,  i.  87. 

Judgment  LaTicig  been  entored  np  aguiut  a  trader  for  £48  ISt.,  tts 
■heriff  levied  tmd  aotd  goods  of  tbe  debtor  to  the  amoiiDt  of  £50  11j,  bemg 
tbs  amount  of  the  judgment,  with  £1  12i.  for  the  costs  of  tbe  execution  t- 

'E^d  (affirming  tbe  decision  of  the  Chief  Judge),  that  the  goodi  hid 
"beeo  taken  in  ezecation  in  respect  of  a  judgment  for  a  mn  excrtding  IS) 
and  sold  "  withia  tbe  moming  of  the  Bankrttptey  Act,  1869,  a.  87 ;  uil 
that  the  prooeed«  must  be  paid  to  tbe  tniatee  in  bankruptcy,  and  not  to  ihe 
executioD  creditor. 

i.HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Chief  Judge  affirming 
a  decision  of  the  County  Court  Judge  at  Liverpool. 

On  the  2ad  of  June,  1871,  the  Liverpool  Loan  Company  sigoed' 
judgment  against  the  partneis  in  the  firm  of  J.  dh  B.  Bidlen  lor 
£52  19«.  9d.,  being  the  amount  of  a  debt  of  £45,  with  £2  lOi.  2d. 
for  interest  and  £5  9g.  6d.  for  costs.  Execution  was  issued  almoGt 
immediately  ;  but  before  it  issued  the  debtors  paid  £4  on  accouot, 
thua  reducing  the  amount  to  £48  Ids.  9d.  The  sheriff  was- 
directed  to  levy  the  £48  19s.  9d.,  with  £1 12«.  for  the  «»ts  of 
execution,  making  together  £50  11«,  9d.  He  seized  on  the  Std 
of  June,  and  sold  the  goods  on  the  6th. 

On  the  10th  of  June,  1871,  two  of  tbe  partneis  in  tbe  fim  of 
J,  d  S.  BuUen  were  adjudicated  bankrupts.  On  the  14tb  the 
remaining  partner  filed  a  petition  for  liquidaticai ;  and  on  the 
30th  of  June  a  resolution  was  come  to  for  liquidating  his  affair 
by  arrangement.  The  same  person  was  appointed  trustee  of  both 
estates. 

The  question  then  arose  whether  the  execution  creditor  must  be 
paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  tbe  seizure  and  sale,  or  whether  the 
proceeds  ought  to  be  paid  to  the  trustee.  Tbe  County  Court 
Judge  at  Liverpool  decided  in  favour  of  the  trustee,  and  this 
decision  was  afiBrmed  by  the  Chief  Judge.  The  Liverpool  Loa» 
Company  appealed. 

Mr.  W.  Fotier,  for  the  appeal : — 

The  qoestioD  tarns  on  the  Bankrupictf  Act,  1860,  s.  ST,  nith 
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which  must  be  read  sect.  6,  sub-s.  6.  It  is  submitted  that,  upon 
the  fair  construction  of  the  Act,  these  provisions  apply  only  where 
the  judgment  is  for  a  sum  exceeding  £50,  and  that  the  costs  of 
execution  are  not  to  be  taken  into  account  The  provision  as  to 
deducting  expenses  in  sect.  87  confirms  this  view. 

Mr.   WhedeTy  contra^  was  not  called  upon. 

Sir  W.  M.  James,  L. J.  :— 

In  this  case  two  Judges  have  decided  that  the  87th  section 

applies  if  the  sum  for  which  the  sheriff  levies,  including  the  costs 

of  execution,  exceeds  £50 ;  and  that  the  true  construction  of  that 

section  is  "  taken  in  execution  for  a  sum  exceeding  £50  in  respect 

of  a  judgment."    This  appears  to  me  to  be  the  plain  meaning  of 

the  words,  that  they  apply  where  a  levy  has  been  made  for  more 

than  £50  and  the  goods  sold.    The  amount  of  £50  being  a  merely 

arbitrary  limit,  for  which    no  reason   can  be  assigned,  there  is 

nothing  else  to  go  upon  than  the  words  which  the  Legislature  has 

used. 

Sir  G.  Mellish,  L. J. : — 
I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Solicitors :  Mr.  E.  Byrne  ;  Messrs.  Bower  dc  Cotton. 
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MERRY  V.  NICKALLS. 

[1869    M.    125.] 


Cuit(mi  of  Stock  Exchange — Sale  of  Shares— In/ant  Trantfe^^e^LiahUity 

of  Jobber, 

The  PlaintifiF,  through  his  stockbroker,  contracted  with  the  Defendant,  a 
jobber  on  the  Stock  Exchange^  for  the  sale  of  fifty  shares  in  a  company.  On 
the  name  day  the  Defendant  gave  in  to  the  Plaintififs  brokers  a  ticket  with 
the  name  of  X.  as  the  intended  purchaser,  which  had  been  passed  to  him  bv 
another  jobber.  A  transfer  to  L,  was  accordingly  executed  by  the  Plaintiff; 
bat  it  was  afterwards  discovered  that  L,  was  an  infant,  and  the  transfer  was 
never  registered.  In  a  suit  by  the  Plaintiff  against  the  defendant  for  an 
indemnity  against  calls  :— 

Held  (reversing  the  decision  of  i?«cow,  V.C),  that  the  Defendant,  not 
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haviog  given  tbe  atxne  at  a  tramferee  who  wu  capable  of  uceptiiig  the 
tranifer,  wu  not  discharged  from  liability,  althoagb  th«  ten  days  limittd  by 
the  mlea  of  the  Stock  Exchange  for  objecting  to  a  propooed  tnms&ne  bid 
expired  before  tbe  execution  of  tbe  trautfer, 

MaaUed  v,  Paine  (let  action)  (I)  approred. 

RemtU  V.  Morrii  (2)  overruled. 

ObeervatioDS  on  the  judgment  of  BlackWm,  J.,  iu  i/axted  v.  Paine  (iai 
action)  (3). 

In  sales  of  shares  on  the  Stock  Exchange  tbe  ultimate  contrsct  is  net 
betvMn  the  vendor's  broker  and  the  purchaser's  broker,  but  hetneen  tlie 
vendor  and  the  purchaser  named  on  tbe  ticket,  who  ore  brought  together  bj 
means  of  the  jobber ;  and  tberefore,  unUl  a  person  is  uHmed  who  is  captUe 
of  ooDtracting,  and  who  his  given  authority  for  the  use  of  his  name,  tic 
jobber  is  not  diachai^ed  from  liability  to  the  vendor, 

1  HIS  waa  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  Vice-Chancellor  Baeon 
disQUBsiDg  tbe  PlaintifTB  bill. 

On  or  shortly  before  the  lltb  of  July,  1865,  WiSliam  Uem 
Merry,  being  tbe  registered  owner  of  fifty  Bhares  in  the  General 
Ettatea  Company,  Limited,  instructed  Mr,  Oaorge  Bitmand,  of  the 
Stock  Exchange,  a  member  of  a  firm  of  stockbrokers,  to  sell  tbe 
shares  for  him ;  and  on  the  11th  of  July,  1865,  Bwmand  entered 
into  a  verbal  agreement  with  a  Mr,  Paiiaon  Nickalls,  a  stockjobber, 
also  a  member  of  tbe  Exchange,  for  the  sale  to  Niciallt  of  fi^ 
shares  (which  were  of  the  nominal  value  of  £20,  £2  having  been 
paid  up)  at  a  premium  of  £2  a  share,  making,  with  the  £2  akead; 
paid  ap,  the  sum  of  £4  a  share ;  the  purchase  to  be  completed  on 
the  Ist  of  September  following. 

A  few  days  afterwards  NickaUa  sold  fifty  shares  in  the  same 
company  to  a  Mr.  BcJcer,  another  member  of  tbe  Exchange,  wbo 
a  few  days  previously  bad  sold  a  like  number  of  similar  shares  to 
Mr.  AUen,  a  broker,  nbo  was  also  a  member. 

On  the  Slst  of  August,  which  was  the  "  name  "  day,  ASet 
passed  to  Baker,  who  passed  to  NiekaUa,  tbe  name  of  EdvxfA 
Richard  lAoyd  us  the  purchaser  of  the  shares;  tbe  pnrcbaee- 
money  was  paid,  and  a  transfer  of  Merry's  fifty  shares  to  Lloyd 
was  executed  hy  Merry,  and  by  NickcdW  direction  was  handed 
to  AUen, 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  Alien,  acted  as  tbe  broker  of 

(I)  Uw  Kep.  i  Ex.  ei.  '  (2)  Uw  Rep.  13  Eq.  203. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  6  Ex.  132. 
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Mr.  J.  O.  Hodges,  the  manager  of  the  company,  by  whose  instrac-       L.  JJ. 
tiouB  he  passed  the  name  of  Lloyd.  1872 

On  the  27th  of  November,  1866,  an  order  was  made  for  winding 
op  the  company,  and  about  the  same  time  the  Plaintiflf  discovered 
that  the  transfer  had  not  been  registered,  and  consequently  that 
liis  name  was  still  on  the  register,  and  that  Um/d  was  an  infant. 

On  tlie  9th  of  July,  1868,  a  call  of  £18  a  share,  making  £900^ 
^was  made  upon  Merry,  who,  on  the  27th  of  April,  1869,  filed  the 
present  bill  against  Niekalb. 

Tlie  Plaintiff  alleged  that,  "  according  to  the  usage  and  practice 
of    tlie    Sioek  Exchange,  a  stockjobber  who  has  entered  into  an 
agreement  for  the  purchase  of  shares  in  a  company  is  bound 
eitheT*   to  nominate,  by  the  day  fixed  for  the  completion  of  the 
•pnrcliase,  a  hona  fide  transferee  of  such  shares  capable  of  effec- 
tually accepting  the  transfer  thereof,  or  to  accept  a  transfer  thereof 
^^f.^  Ijig  own  name ;"  and  prayed  for  a  declaration  that  the  Defen- 
da.Tit  was  bound  specifically  to  perform  the  contract  entered  into 
W  liim  for  the  purchase  of  the  shares,  and  to  indemnify  the  PlaintiflF 
against  all  liability  in  respect  thereof. 

On   the  14th  of  March,  1870,  the  Defendant  filed  an  answer, 
in  wliich,  as  well  as  in  his  affidavit,  he  made  statements  to  the 

following  effect : — 

According  to  the  rules  and  usage  of  the  Stock  Exchange  its  mem- 
bers deal  with  one  another  as  principals,  whether  they  act  as  brokers 
or  not,  and  persons  outside  who  employ  members  as  brokers  are 
not  recognised  as  parties  to  any  transactions  between  members. 
For  the  convenience  of  business,  there  has  grown  up  a  distinction 
between  brokers  and  jobbers.      The  business  of  a  jobber  is  to 
bring  together  buyers  and  sellers,  or,  in  other  words,  to  make  a 
ready  market.   When  a  broker  is  instructed  by  his  principal  to  sell 
shares  on  the  Exchange,  he  applies  to  a  jobber  to  make  a  price  for 
the  class  of  shares  in  question,  without  saying  whether  he  desires 
to  sell  or  buy,  and  the  jobber  thereupon  names  two  prices ;  the 
lower  being  his  price  to  buy,  and  the  higher  his  price  to  sell,  but 
in  either  case  it  is  always  implied  and  understood  that  such  buying 
or  selling  on  the  part  of  the  jobber  is  to  be  subject  to  the  rules 
and  usage  of  the  Exchange.     According  to  these  rules,  if  the 
broker  agrees  to  sell,  the  sale  is  for  a  certain  specified  day  called 
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L.  jj.  the  "  account  day,"  which  is  fixed  by  tlie  committee  of  tlie  Ez- 
1872        change.     In  the  case  supposed,  where  the  jobber  stands  aa  (rnr- 

j^^j  chaser,  he  is  bound,  on  the  day  preceding  the  accoont  day,  agaally 
»■  called  the  "  name  day,"  to  pass  to  the  broker  the  name  of  ^ 

person  as  the  purchaBer  of  the  shares ;  or  he  may,  if  he  -^easn, 

pass  his  own  name  as  such  purchaser,  in  which  latter  case  oily 
is  he  bound  himself  to  take  to  the  shares.  If  the  jobber  hils 
to  procure  such  purchaser  by  the  name  day,  the  selling  broker 
can  sell  out  the  shares  against  him,  and  compel  him  to  par 
any  loss  thereon.  Until  the  name  day,  it  is  not  seen  who  mij 
stand  ultimately  either  as  purchaser  or  seller ;  in  other  words, 
who  are  to  be  the  parties  to  the  transfer;  and  until  tlieii  £ 
jobber  may  have  had  a  great  many  transactions  of  buying  ud 
selling  with  the  same  or  with  varioos  brokers  or  jobbers;  tbere 
being  in  erery  transaction,  until  the  name  day,  the  right  on  both 
sides  to  find  a  new  name  either  as  purchaser  or  seller.  On  (be 
name  day,  in  the  case  supposed,  if  the  jobber  having  purclused 
has  sold  again,  a  ticket  with  the  name  of  the  ultimate  pur- 
chaser on  it  will  have  been  issued  by  and  passed  on  from  the 
ultimate  purchasing  broker  to  his  seller,  and  so  on  through  all  the 
intermediate  sellers  and  buyers,  until  it  reaches  the  hands  of  the 
original  selling  broker.  Every  member  passing  a  ticket  is  re- 
quired to  write  on  it  the  name  of  the  member  to  whom  it  ia  paseei 
Such  ticket  will  also  have  contained  the  amount  of  purchase-money 
agreed  to  be  given  by  the  ultimate  purchasing  broker,  and  aleo  a 
note  that  he  will  pay  the  same.  So  many  transactions  of  this  kind 
take  place  during  the  account,  that  on  the  name  day  the  ticket  re- 
mains in  the  hands  of  an  intermediate  jobber  only  for  the  apace  of 
time  necessary  for  teking  the  particulars  of  it.  Sometimes  the 
same  ticket  passes  through  the  same  member's  hands  several  times, 
he  having  neither  the  opportunity,  time,  nor  means  to  make 
inquiries  respecting  the  name  so  passed.  Tickets  sometimea  diitb 
the  names  of  more  than  a  hundred  members  indoned  on  them. 
The  original  selling  broker  is  not  bound  to  deliver  a  transTer  of 
the  shares  to  the  ultimate  purchasing  broker  until  the  expin'ioi' 
of  ten  days  after  the  account  day,  and  during  these  ten  days  m 
purchasing  broker  cannot  buy  in  the  shares  against  the  seller. 
During  this  time  it  is  open  to  the  original  selling  broker  to  object 
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to  the  name  passed  by  his  buyer,  in  whicli  case  the  buyer  passes       l.  j  j. 
on  the  objection  to  the  person  from  whom   he  received  the  name,         I872 
and    practically  such  buyer  has  no  liability  or  interest  in  the 
matter,   as  whatever  grounds  there  may   be  for  objecting  to  the 
xmme    they  must  be  met  by  the  person  from  whom  the  name 
exuanates,  and  who  originally  issues  the  ticket.     The  committee 
of  the  Stoek  Exchange  will,  in  such  a  case,  if  appealed  to  by  the 
selling  broker,  decide  as  to  the  validity  of  such  objection,  and  will, 
if  they  think  it  right,  require  another  name  to  be  given.     But  after 
the  lapse  of  these  ten  days,  the  selling  broker  is  required  to  de- 
Hver  the  certificates  and  transfer  of  the  shares  to  the  ultimate 
purchasing  broker,  or,  in  default,  the  latter  can  buy  in  the  shares 
^^ainst  the  seller.    After  the  transfer  has  been  executed,  the  com- 
^"^ittee  will  not  consider  any  objection  laid  before  them,  except  on 
^^  ground  of  fraud.    The  usual  course  of  business  is  for  the  sell- 
•**^  broker  to  deliver  the  transfer,  together  with  the  corresponding 
ticket,  to  the   ultimate  purchasing  broker,  from  whom  he  is  to 
-^^ceiye   the    purchase-money.      The  ultimate  purchasing  broker 
^^^  not  know  to  whom  his  ticket  has  been  ultimately  passed  until 
^^  delivery  of  the  transfer.    According  to  the  long-established 
^^^  and  usage  of  the  Exchange^  if  the  original  selling  broker  does 
^^^  deliver  his  transfer  and  certificates,  and  obtain  payment  of  the 
^^^chajs^-money  within  fifteen  days  from  the  "  name  day,"  the  im- 
^^at^   buyer  is  released  from  all  loss  occasioned  by  the  default 
^^  tha     -^iltimate  purchasing  broker  to  pay  for  the  same ;  and  the 
^tter  aJ^one  remains  responsible.    In  like  manner,  if  the  member 
^^o  iss~«3.es  the  ticket  containing  the  name  of  the  intended  trans- 
feree do^  not  buy  in  or  attempt  to  buy  in  the  shares  within  fifteen 
days  fr*o3n  the  ''  account  day,"  his  immediate  seller  is  released  from 
all  loss    caused  by  the  failure  of  any  member  through  whose  de&ult 
the  sbLSk:ar«s  are  not  delivered.    Subject  as  aforesaid,  when  the  deed 
of  traxx^f er  has  been  delivered  to  and  the  purchase-money  paid  by 
the  ult^iinate  purchasing  broker,  the  jobber  has  fulfilled  all  the 
oh\ig8^t.ions  required  of  him  by  the  rules  and  usage  of  the  Stock 
JSachotrhffe.    In  an  ordinary  transaction  he  is  not  held  liable  for 
the  TLoxi-registration  of  the  transfer.     If  the  seUing  broker  wishes 
Xjo  secure  the  registration  of  the  transfer,  or  the  exoneration  of  his 
^cipal  from  all  future  liability,  he  makes  a  special  bargain  with 
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the  jobber  in  express  terms.  The  considention  expressed  in  Uie 
transfer  is  required  to  be  the  conaideratioD  specified  in  the  ticket 
so  passed,  and  the  broker  whose  ticket  is  so  passed  is  boond  to  pay 
the  amount  of  aach  consideration  to  the  person  who  produces  the 
ticket,  on  auch  person  handing  to  the  broker  the  certificates  and 
transfer.  If  there  are  any  differences  between  the  prices  for  which 
the  shares  hare  been  sold  and  purchased,  such  differences  are 
settled  in  account  on  the  account  day  by  the  several  memhenwho 
have  sold  and  purchased,  without  waiting  for  the  completion  of  the 
transfer.  The  holder  of  the  ticket  who  is  to  deliver  the  shares, 
and  the  issuer  of  the  ticket  who  is  to  take  them,  complete  the 
transaction  without  communicating  with  the  intermediate  paities. 
The  holder  and  issuer  may  continue  the  transaction  to  the  neit 
account,  or  close  the  bargain  by  purchase  and  sole,  without  con- 
sulting the  intermediate  parties.  In  cases  where  a  member  of  the 
Exehanffe  has  contracted  to  sell  shares,  all  of  which  have  not  been 
purchased  from  the  same  person,  be  retains  the  original  ticket 
passed  to  him,  and  posses  separate  tickets  to  the  several  persons 
from  whom  he  purchases  the  shares ;  the  name  of  the  transfeiee 
and  the  amount  per  share  named  in  the  subdivided  or  split  ticket 
being  the  same  as  in  the  original  ticket ;  and  in  cases  where  a 
member  who  has  contracted  to  bay  shares  does  not  aell  them  all 
to  the  same  person,  be  is  entitled  to  one  or  more  tickets  from  eadi 
person  to  whom  he  has  sold  in  respect  of  the  particular  shares  w 
sold  to  that  person. 

The  Defmidant  also  alleged  that  if  within  ten  days  from  the  lat 
of  September  the  Plaintiff  had  objected  to  the  name  of  Llo^  on 
the  ground  of  his  being  an  infant,  the  committee  of  the  Stock  Et- 
change  would  have  entertained  such  objection,  and  would,  if  Ihey 
had  found  it  valid,  have  compelled  AUen  to  pass  another  name; 
and  submitted  that,  as  ten  days  from  the  Ist  of  September,  1865, 
bad  been  allowed  to  elapse  without  any  such  objection  being  taken, 
he  (the  Defendant)  was  thenceforward  subject  to  no  liability. 

Mr.  Capper,  a  stockbroker,  a  witness  for  the  Plaintifl',  deposed 
that,  according  to  the  custom  and  usage  of  the  Stock  Exehanffe  ai 
they  existed  in  July  and  September,  1865,  a  stockjobber  who 
entered  into  an  f^reement  for  the  purchase  of  shares  in  a  com- 
pany was  hound  either  to  nominate,  by  the   day  fixed  for  the 
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completion  of  the  purchase,  a  transferee  of  such  shares  *'  capable  of      j^  jj. 
eflfectually  accepting  and  willing  to  accept  the  transfer  thereof,"        1872 
or  to  accept  a  ti^nsfer  thereof  into  his  own  name.    He  denied      ^[^^ 
the   statement  in  the  answer   that  after  the   transfer  has  been    ^^    «'• 

executed  the   committee  of  the  Stock  Exchanffe  will  not  con-        

eider  any  objection  except  in  cases  of  frand,  and  brought  forward 

an   instance  which  had  occurred  in  his  own  experience  to  the 

contrary.    In  February,  1865,  he  sold  fifty  shares  in  a  company 

on  the  EoBcha/ngey  and  the  name  of  Richard  Amery  was  passed  to 

him.     The  transfer  from  him  to  Amery  was  executed  and  the 

transfer  registered,  after  which  it  was  found  that  Amery  was  an 

i^rfant,  whereupon  the  deponent  was  placed  on  the  list  of  contribu- 

*ories.    The  committee  of  the  Stock  Egxihanye,  although  there  was 

^o  suggestion  of  fraud,  entertained  the  case,  and  decided  that  "  the 

^^'^ker  who  had  passed  the  name"  of  Amery  was  bound  to  indem- 

*^ify  the  deponent,  and  accordingly  the  broker  paid  to  deponent 

^lio  amount  of  the  calls  which  had  been  made  upon  him.    After- 

^ards,  in  proceedings  in  Chancery,  the  Master  of  the  EoUs  decided 

^Sainst  the  deponent,  and  the  deponent's  petition  of  appeal  was 

^^^Jiissed  with  costs. 

Jji  reply,  the  Defendant  filed  an  affidavit,  in  which  he  said  that 

5?®  decision  of  the  committee,  directing  the  broker  to  indemnify 

if^  dxppery  was  in  accordance  with  the  rules  and  usages  of  the  Ex- 

^^*^^,  it,  having  then  been  the  practice  of  the  committee,  in  cases 

^^^t&  3lx«res  had  been  transferred  into  the  name  of  a  minor  or  of 

®^^e    ot^lxer  person  to  whom  reasonable  objection  had  been  esta- 

Wisheci,    -fio  hold  that  the  member  who  issued  the  ticket  with  such 

^Jtne  slx^zfeold  be  liable  to  indemnify  the  transferor ;  but  since  the 

i^cen^t  ^^cisions  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  holding  the  real  buyer 

liablo     -t;c>  indemnify  the  transferor,  the  committee  had  ceased  to 

hold  t^Vx^   broker  responsible  in  such  cases,  and  had  left  the  trans- 

fexot  tx>   Yus  lethal  remedies  against  the  transferee  or  the  real  buyer. 

Tb©   ^^oxnmittee  had  never,  after  delivery  of  the  deed  of  transfer 

ajiA     ^OTi;ificates,  and]  payment  of   the  purchase-money,  held  a 

\^A)to^^^  or  other  member  occupying  the  position  of  a  middleman 

Vj^tween  the  transferor  and^  the  transferee,  liable  to  indemnify  the 

^^tisferor  in  respect  of  calls  made  upon  shares  the  subject  matter 


o 


{  the  dealing. 


CHANOBBT  AFPEAXS. 


[LB. 


L.  JJ,  The  eridence  of  the  Defendant  as  to  the  rulea  and  regnlationi 

'872        and  the  usage  of  the  Stock  Exchange  was  supported  by  the  testi- 

Mesrt      mony  of  Mr.  De  Zode,  deputy  cbairman  of  the  committee,  ftod  bj 

^iicuLLs.    ^I''-  UnderhUl,  a  member  of  the  Slock  Exchange,  who  stated  tliar 

opinion  thst  if  the  name  on  the  ticket  be  accepted  by  the  ttans- 

feror,  and  a  transfer  made,  the  jobber  is  discharged,  even  thoagh 

the  name  may  turn  oat  to  have  been  given  without  authority. 

Mr.  Tatham,  a  broker  also,  made  an  affidavit  in  reply  to  Mr. 
Capper's  evidence. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument  reference  was  made  to  the  printfti 
rules  of  the  Exchange,  which  are  issued  to  the  members  from  time 
to  time.  These  rules,  as  they  existed  at  that  date,  are  given  at  tbe 
end  of  the  report  of  Oriss^  v.  Bridowe  (1). 

The  Yice^hancellor  held  that  the  Defendant,  having  fnmiebeil 
a  name  which  had  not  been  objected  to  within  ten  days,  was  dii- 
charged  from  liability,  and  dismissed  the  bill  (2).  From  this 
decision  the  Plaintiff  appealed. 

(1)  L»w  Rep.  4  C.  P.  63. 

(2)  1872.  March  20. 
SiE  Jahbi  Bacon,  V.C.  :— 

It  hiu  been  said,  no  doubt  with  great 
truth,  that  the  qusBtiou  railed  in  this 
case  is  a  very  important  one.  Impor- 
tant it  is  to  the  parties  concerned,  as  all 
caaoB  are ;  but  it  is  very  important  also 
ia  a  general  point  of  view,  because  it 
relat«t  U>  traniactioat  of  great  malti- 
I^dty  and  enormoui  amount  upon  the 
Slock  Exchange.  It  has  eugaged  the 
attention  of  various  Courts  on  various 
occaaions.  The  particular  cases  sub- 
mitted to  the  Courts  have  been  referred 
to  as  the  authorities  on  either  aide  iu 
the  course  of  the  present  argument. 

But  of  all  these  cases,  that  which 
has  been  lut  mentioned,  Rennie  v. 
itfbrrw  (Law  Rep.  13  Eq.  203),  is  the 
only  one  nliich  seems  to  me  to  have 
any  direct  applicntion  to  the  present. 
The  facts,  it  is  admitted,  are  exsclly 
the  same  in  both  cases— the  law  there- 
fore ought  to  be  the  saroe.  If  I  had 
found  that  the  cases  at  common  law 


wero  directly  at  variance  with  the  de- 
cision in  Itmnit  v.  MorrU,  then  1 
Bhoald  have  been  obliged  to  pause  lie- 
fore  I  decided  to  which  wde  I  wmU 
adhere — whether  I  would  adopt  the 
prinraple  of  the  common  law  cues,  or 
whether  I  would  follow  the  dediiov  d 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls.  I  do  not  find 
any  such  diversity ;  but  I  do  find  tkit 
the  Master  of  the  Bolls  came  to  Uie 
conclusion  which  is  ezpresaed  in  hit 
judgment  upon  prindples  and  npon  lav 
which  were  not  adverted  to  in  as;  of 
the  aues  at  common  law. 

The  Master  of  the  Bolls  found,  la  • 
matter  of  &ct  clearly  proved  beTon 
him,  that  there  was  a  rule  and  s  pnc- 
tice,  amounting  to  a  law,  aa  the  iSbxi 
Exdiange  by  which  the  dealers  on  tli« 
Stock  Exchange,  hrokera  and  jahben, 
are  equally  bound ;  and  that  the  effect 
of  that  law  was,  that  if  a  jobber  eoten 
into  a  contract,  it  is  to  be  executed  *c- 
cording  to  the  forms  and  rules  which 
are  there  prevalent;  that  the  parties 
entering  into    the    contract  must  be 
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■^^  ^Bddis,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Davey,  for  the  Appellant  :— 

jj|.   ^^    Vioe-Ohancellor    foUowed    the   authority   of  Bennie   v. 
^"*^    (1) ;    but  that  decision  is  inconsistent  both  with  prin- 
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^^1  V    ^^®  known  these  rules,  and 
I  ^^  ^  taken  to  be  bound  by  them, 
■^j^u  ^^^t   depart   from  that  principle. 
^^    ^^^*^enoe  in  that  case  and  the  evi- 
^^^    ^^  this  case  as  to  the  law  on  the 
TV\      ^^"^^^nge  are  exactly  the  same. 
^  *  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  his  jadg- 
^*^^  points  ont  very  clearly  indeed  the 
^^^d  upon  which  he  pixxjeeds.     At 
^8^    208  the  usage  is  thus  shortly 
.^  hy  the  Ifaster  of  the  Rolls  :— 
|.    "^e  seller,  through  his  broker,  ap- 
b  *^  ^  the  jobber  who  bought  from  his 
^      ^^»  and  the  jobber  who  bought  re- 
,  .       ^  the  broker  who  bought  from 
.  r^'     ^'he  broker,  when  so  applied  to, 
aer  gives  np  the  name  of  his  princi- 
Ff'  *  *^*'  >«»  the  person  who  instructed 
^^  to  buy,  or  he  refuses  so  to  do." 
-^he   Master    of  the  Rolls  then  goes 
through  the  facts  of  that  case,  tracing 
"the  several   purchasers  who  had  given 
the  names  of  their  principals,  and  then 
•<5oines  to  Mr.  Jjancathire,  who  declined 
to    do   so;    and  then  points  out  the 
•oourao  ivhiob.    the  Plaintiff,  in  pursuit 
of  his  real  ren^edy,  might  have  pursued, 
namely,  that    of  attacking  Mr.   Lan- 
^cashtref  who    xeiused  to  give  np  the 
name  of  his     principal     That  means 
that  Mr.  Lctnoatihirei  principal  was  the 
person  liable^  and  not  the  Defendant  in 
the  suit.    His  Lordship  adds :  **  In  no 
^^ase,  in  ™y  opinion,  is  any  one  of  the 
intermediate    purchasers,  who  tell  all 
they    know,      liable   to   the  Plaintiff. 
V/'ero  ft  different  course  to  be  adopted, 
And  were  thia  Court  to  make  the  person 
•^ho  ent^^f^    into  the  immediate  con- 
tract lift^^®»  ^t  is  clear  that  the  matter 
^otild  ^^^  *^  to  as  many  suits  as 


there  were  jobbers  in  the  transaction ; 
and  so  in  every  Stock  Exchange  trans- 
action every  jobber  would  be  liable  to 
his  vendor  iotUa  quoties,  until  at  last 
you  got  to  the  ultimate  broker,  and  from 
him  to  the  person  who  employed  him.** 
He  adds:  ''The  usage  of  the  Stock 
Excltange  very  properly  obviates  this 
necessity ;  and  as  it  is  clear  that  the 
person  who  is  the  real  purohaser,  and 
gave  the  first  instructions,  would  be 
ultimately  liable,  it  puts  an  end  to  the 
multiplicity  of  suits  brought  to  make 
each  person  liable  to  his  vendor.  Such 
a  course  would  be  wholly  opposed  to 
the  real  principles  of  equity,  which 
aims  at  shortening  litigation;  and  on 
the  same  principle  the  custom  jumps 
over  the  heads  of  the  innocent  persons, 
and  makes  the  real  delinquent  the  per- 
son primarily  and  exclusively  liable." 

The  cases  which  have  been  leferred 
to,  most  of  which,  be  it  observed,  were 
decided  in  favour  of  the  jobber,  not- 
withstanding the  observations  which 
have  been  made  upon  Colea  v.  BrUtowe 
(Law  Rep.  4  Cb.  3),  and  Gri$»eil  v. 
BrUtowe  (Law  Hep.  4  C.  P.  36),  do 
not  touch  that  which  is  put  promi- 
nently forward  in  the  answer  and  in 
the  evidence,  as  the  Defendant's  case 
here.    After  stating  at  full  length  what 
he  conceives  to  be  the  rules  of  the 
Stock  Exchange^  whiob  are  in  evidence, 
and  clearly  proved  to  be  the  existing 
rules  and  laws  binding  the  members  of 
this  community  called  the  Stock  Ex" 
change^  the  Defendant  gives  in  detail 
the  dealings  which  he  bad  with  these 
shares.    It  is  unnecessary,  perhaps,  to 
observe  that  he  is  a  jobber  who  hnys 


Merby 
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(1)  Law  Rep,  13  Eq.  203. 
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ciple  and  aathority,  and  tiua  Coort  will  sot  bold  itself  bound 
hy  iU  The  lav  haa  been  settled  by  a  carreat  of  antfaorities  since 
the  customs  of  tbe  Stook  Etuhaoge  came  to  be  diacosaed  ui  Conrti 
of  Law  and  Equity. 


upon  the  tenoB  there  e^eed  upon, 
namely,  that  he  should  at  the  eettle- 
ment  day  complete  his  purchase  after 
the  ten  days  within  which  the  shares  are 
to  be  deUvered.  Aa  a  jobber,  of  course 
he  did  not  mean  to  keep  these  shares. 
That  may  be  readily  asenmed.  He 
bonght  them  that  he  might  deal  with 
them  for  his  own  benefit,  and  he  says 
that  he  dealt  with  them  thus :  first, "  I 
dealt  with  Mr.  Surnand  as  a  principal, 
and  not  as  an  agent.  The  dealing, 
although  it  may  be  called  a  purchase, 
was  in  reality,  aa  hereinbefore  ex- 
plained "  (that  is,  in  the  passage  of  the 
answer  vbich  states  the  rules  of  Ihe 
Stock  Exchange),  "a  contract  in  ac- 
cordance with  Uie  said  rules.  I  did 
not  know  that  he  was  actiug  aa  the 
agent  of  the  Plaintiff;  it  being  one  of 
the  rules  of  the  sMd  Stoei  Exchange, 
u  is  hereinbefore  menti<»ied,  that  the 
members  thereof  do  not  recognise  in 
their  dealii^  any  other  persona  than 
themselves.  The  dealing  had  reft'Tence 
to  no  specific  ahares,  but  to  any  fifty 
shaics  of  the  said  company,  Hr.  Bur- 
nand  was  bound  by  hia  contract  to 
provide  hy  the  account  day,  not  neces- 
Karily  the  fifty  shares  mentioned  in  tbe 
PhuDtiff'e  hill,  but  any  fifty  shares 
whatever  of  the  said  company.  Ulio 
ftealing,  though  it  may  be  called  a  pur- 
chase, was  in  Kality,  as  hereinbefore 
explained,  a  contract,  in  accordance 
with  the  said  nilea  and  usage,  on  my 
{■art  to  pass  to  the  said  Ur,  Burnand, 
on  the  name  day  for  the  neit  account, 
a  name  as  purchaser,  and  to  pay  the 
Raid  price  ;  and  on  Hr.  Bumanit  part 
to  hand  over  thereupon  the  ceitificalcs 


of  the  Bud  shares,  and  to  pass  a  traiu- 
ler  thereof  within  tbe  ten  days  afcn- 
■aid.  Subsequently  I  sold  (using  the 
term  '  sold  *  with  reference  to  the  cdi- 
nary  tiansactions  hereinbefore  expUioed 
in  accordanoe  with  the  said  rules  ami 
usage)  fifty  shares,  but  not  any  ^kclSc 
shares  of  the  said  company,  to  Ur. 
Baker,  a  member  of  the  said  Sbxk  Ei- 
ehtTige" — at  a  price  which  he  mentions. 
"  On  the  8th  of  July,  1865,  Mr.  Babr 
sold  fifty  shares  of  the  said  oomftnr  h 
Ur.  AUen,  a  broker  aud  member  of  the 
said  Slock  Exchungt,  at  a  preminm  of 
£3  10s.  per  ^re.  The  said  Hr.  Mfn 
alleges  that  be  acted  in  this  traosactiuD 
as  tbe  broker  or  agent  of  Ht.  Jama 
Clifford  Hodgtt,  who  was  at  that  Uiim 
the  manager  of  the  said  company,  sad 
it  appears  that  Ur.  Hodge*  instructed 
Ur,  Alka  that  the  tiansfer  waa  to  te 
madeintothenameoffdunrdiftf/'anl 
JJoyd,  in  the  PlaintifTs  bill  named  >s 
being  the  person  on  whose  behalf  the 
purchase  waa  made.  Accordingly,  od 
the  name  day,  the  Slst  of  August, 
186S,  Ut.  Allm  passed  on  to  Ur.  Baker 
a  ticket  with  the  name  of  the  Eiid 
Edward  Bichard  Lloj/d  thereon,  u 
being  the  person  to  whom  the  sham 
were  to  be  transferred.  Hr.  Bal-er 
passed  this  ticket  on  to  me,  and  I 
passed  it  on  U>  Ur.  Buraand.  The  1st 
of  BepUmber,  1866,  and  not  the  5th  of 
September,  1865,  was  the  day  fixed  for 
the  special  settlement  of  transactioos  in 
shares  ofthe  said  company ;  nofscvious 
settling  day  having  been  appointed. 
For  ten  days  after  the  said  1st  of  !rcp- 
tember,  1865,  it  was,  as  hncinbefore 
explained,  open    to   the  Plaintiff  to 
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According  to  the  cuatom  of  the  StooJc  Exeliange  the  original 
vendor  of  shares,  through  his  broker,  contracts  with  a  jobber  that 
the  jobber  will  either  purchase  the  shares  himself  or  supply  the 
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object;  to  the    said  name  of  Edtoard 
JRichard  Uoyd,     If  the  said  Edward 
Jtichard  LloycL  were  at  the  time,  as  the 
Plaintiff  alleges,  an  infant,  that  would, 
no  doubt,  have  been  a  valid  objection, 
and  one  whicli  the  committee  of  the 
Stock  Exchartge  would  have  allowed, 
and  the  consequence  would  be  that  the 
said  Mr.  AUerh  (assuming  that  he  was, 
as  I  believe  in  fact  he  was,  the  i)eraon 
fron^  whom  tlie  said  name  emanated) 
-frould  have    "been    compelled  to  pass 
another  name    to  which  no  objection 
could  be  taken  ;  and,  in  effect,  I  should 
iiavo    had  no    responsibility,  risk,  or 
trouble  in  tlie   matter,  which  would 
thus  have  been  disposed  of  between  the 
ultimate  and  actual  buyer  and  seller, 
gQ  "brought   together  by  means  of  my 
intervention."   I  believe  that  is  all  that 
is  necessary  to  refer  to  from  the  answer. 
I'hen  the  evidence  of  the  deputy  chair- 
jjian  of  the  Stock  Exchange  is  perfectly 
conclusive,  and  establishes  the  case  be- 
-yond  any  doubt,   Hehasbeen  cross-ex- 
j^mined ;  but  I  do  not  see  that  it  would 
yyQ  useful  to  refer  to  any  part  of  that 
eross-examination.    He  proves  the  prac- 
tice of  the  Stock  Exchange  to  be,  that 
the  successive  buyers,  the  brokers,  to 
-^bom,  in  this   case,    the    Defendant 
j^ickalh  sold,  from  time  to  time,  as 
they  become  purchasers,  jwss  on  the 
name  to  their  immediate  vendors,  and 
go,   in  this  case,  the  name  ultimately 
came  to  the  jobber  JNickaHs,  who  had 
to  band  the  name  over  to  Mr.  Burnand, 
the  broker  for  the  Plaintiff.     All  that 
geems    to  have  been  done   with  the 
-utmost  regularity.     The  money  was 
paid ;  the  transfer  was  executed ;  the 
shares  delivered ;  and  the  matter  was 
thereupon  concluded. 

Vol.  VII.  3 


But  then  it  is  said  that  inasmuch  as 
the  name  which  was  upon  the  ticket  is 
the  name  of  an  infant  who  was  in- 
capable of  entering  into  any  contract, 
the  contract  between  the  Plaintiff  and 
the  Defendant  is  not  performed,  and 
that  it  is  as  much  a  sham  as  if  it  were 
an  imaginary  name.  That  would  bo 
true  if  the  transaction  could  be  severed 
from  the  custom  of  the  Stock  Exchange 
— if  it  were  a  transaction  relating  to 
some  other  things  than  these  which  are 
the  subject  of  the  present  suit.  The 
buyer,  who  undertakes  to  pay  the 
money  and  to  provide  a  name,  does 
not  satisfy  the  obligation  he  comes 
under,  unless  he  not  only  pays  the 
money  but  furnishes  a  proper  name ; 
and  if  that  were  incumbent  on  Mr. 
NickaUs,  it  cannot  be  said  in  this  case 
that  he  has  acquitted  himself  of  that 
obligation. 

But  that  is  not  the  contract  between 
the  parties,  as  the  evidence  proves. 
The  contract  is:  "I  will  pay  you  a 
sum  of  money;  in  consideration  of 
that  promise  I  shall  deal  with  these 
shares  as  I  think  fit  between  this  and 
the  next  settling  day ;  if  on  that  day  I 
have  not  sold  them,  I  will  pay  you  the 
money  or  give  you  a  name  on  my  own 
responsibility ;  but  if  in  the  meantimo 
I  sell  and  they  are  sold  again  to  a 
dozen  or  a  hundred  different  people 
you  shall  be  satisfied  if  I  bring  you  the 
broker's  ticket,  with  a  name  upon  it 
because  I  shall  thereby  have  shifted 
the  responsibility  from  myself;  I  shall 
have  done  all  which  it  is  incumbent 
upon  me  to  do  when  I  give  you  the 
name  of  a  broker ;  I  give  you  the  name 
of  a  man  whom  the  committee  of  the 
Stock  Exchange  will  make  answerable 
0  1 
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1872  whose  Dame  is  supplied  is  not  capable  of  coDtracting,  or  has  given 

tlsRBT  no  authority  for  the  use  of  his  name,  it  is  the  same  as  if  no  name 


to  perrorm  that  term  of  the  agreement 
whicli,  if  I  had  not  parted  with  the 
shares,  I  dhould  have  been  bound  to 
perform,  but  with  vhich,  having parUd 
with  them,  and  furnished  you  with  the 
brolcer'a  certificate  and  the  name,  I 
have  nothing  further  to  do." 

Nor  ia  there  anything  unreaeoDable 
or  unjust  ia  tltat  mode  of  looking  at 
the  contract,  'ilie  Plaintiff  auataina  a 
grievoua  loss  by  the  fact  of  an  infant's 
name  being  substituted  as  the  trans- 
feree; but  he  ia  not  without  remedy. 
The  evidence  of  Mr,  De  Zoete  in  the 
6lh  paragraph  of  his  afSdavit  ia  Ibia : 
"  If  the  selling  broker  bad  discovered 
that  the  nama  passed  to  liim  was  that 
oF  a  minor  or  person  under  disability, 
such  as  a  married  woman  or  lunatic, 
and  within  the  said  ten  days  and  ))efore 
delivery  of  the  transfer  had  objected  to 
such  name,  he  could  have  called  upon 
tlie  jobber  to  furnish  him  with  another 
name,  who,  in  his  tnm,  could  have 
called  upon  the  ultimate  ]>urchasing 
broker  to  do  the  same ;  and  if  the  latter 
had  failed  to  do  so,  the  KLid  Bulling 
broker  miglit  have  appealed  to  the 
committee,  who,  if  such  fact  had  been 
established,  would  have  ordered  the 
said  ultimate  purdiasing  broker  to 
furnish  a  name  to  which  the  above  objec- 
tions would  not  have  been  applicable," 
Then  ho  saja  in  the  6th  paragraph : 
"  In  like  manner,  if  the  name  of  the 
proposed  transferee  liad  proved  to  have 
been  that  of  a  servactor  person  in  needy 
circumstances,  and  a  mere  nominee  of 
the  real  buyer,  which  the  latter  had 
passi^d  or  directed  to  be  passed  for  the 
]]urpose  of  evading  liability,  the  com- 
mittee, on  appeal  within  the  lea  days, 
and  before  the  delivery  of  the  transfer, 


would  have  directed  the  said  ultinute 
purchasing  broker  to  furnish  anoiber 
name."  So  that  the  remedy  seeirato 
ha  clear  under  the  kwi  which  bind  llie 
Plaintiff  and  the  Defendant.  As  to  tlu 
ten  days,  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Capptr 
■hews  that  that  sort  of  equitable  juris- 
diction  which  the  committee  of  the  SfixJ; 
Etcehange  exercises  over  its  membeis  is 
not  limited  to  ten  days,  although  ten 
days  are  here  referred  to  in  a  aomewhit 
indistinct  way.  If  I  am  to  be  guided 
by  what  appears  to  have  been  affirmed 
in  Bennie  v.  Morrix  (Law  Rep.  13  Eq.^ 
ii03),  it  rather  refers  to  that  period  cf 
ten  or  fifteen  days  within  which  the 
selling  broker  may  buy  in  as  against 
the  man  who  has  failed  to  complete  Lis 
contract. 

But,    clearly,    ho    is    not    withont 
remedy.    It  is  not  a  case  in  which  a 

broken  by  tie  otlur  pnrlj-,  and  wLic!! 
leaves  the  seller  eniii,  l_v  wiiljoul  tA'.c. 
Here  is  a  clear  r.  uuiiy  wliiili  iiiij  ■ 
have  been  resort*  1 1  lu  l>_v  the  PIairi:i:. 
with  the  greatcs'  r- li-n'--  !ii-;i.mi! 
oftakingthat  rei  .  ..  ■..'  ■  \.w\<:t, 
ia  to  file  o  bill  In  this  Court,  and  to 
make  his  claim,  s  -  -*  r.j  ■,!  .,i  <-\.\uu 
by  an  argument  -.'.liuli  Muuld  j^rhajs 
be  justifiable  on  gi':i>  ral  principles,  acd 
quil«  in  accordancv  uith  the  common 


But  1 


-.l-.bcr  iv 


whom  he  sold  h 
perhaps  the  most  important  consequeice 
of  the  contract,  which  ia  clearly  of  much 
greater  im^rtance  than  the  mere  price 
of  the  sliares— that  the  Plaintiff  can, 
thereupon,  upon  the  general  principles 
and  doctrines  of  equity,  claim  (him  that 
jobber  the  performance  of  a  contract 
which  never  entered  into  the  minds  of 
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had  been  given,  and  the  jobber  ia  still  liable.     Here  the  name, 
given  w^s  that  of  an  infant,  who  had  no  power  to  contract  or  give 
authority  to  use  his  name.     All  the  cases  are  consistent  with 
this  principle.     In  GrtsseU  v.  Bridom  (1)  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
decided  in  favour  of  the  jobber ;  but  it  was  stated  that  the  usage 
was  that  the  substituted  person  must  be  "  one  who  was  able  and 
willing  to  perform  the  contract "  (2).     In  Coles  v,  Bridowe  (3) 
Lord  CaimB  repudiated  the  doctrine  that  the  jobber  was  released 
from  liability  '*  whether  the  name  supplied  was  objectionable  or 
unobjectionable,  whether  the  person  denoted  did  or  did  not  accept 
the  shares  "  (4),    In  Cru9e  v.  Paine  (5)  the  jobber  was  held  liable 
because  the  purchaser,  although  he  executed  the  transfer,  did  not 


cither  of  them  as  being  to  be  performed 
"by  the  jobber,  except  only  in  one  case, 
that  of  the  jobber  keeping  the  shares 
until  the  settling  day — cannot  be  sup- 
ported. If  be  had  done  that,  then  of 
course  be  would  have  been  personally 
liable  to  perform  both  the  terms  of  the 
contract. 

I  cannot  think,  therefore,  that  1 
should  be  doing  right  in  departing  in 
the  slightest  degree  from  the  judgment 
of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  the  case  of 
Bennie  v.  Morris  (Law  Rep.  13  Eq.  203), 
The  cases  are  identical.  The  evidence 
given  in  each  case,  as  far  as  I  know  from 
the  description  of  what  was  the  evidence 
in  the  case  before  the  Master  of  the 
Bolls,  is  the  same.  The  evidence  before 
xne  is  clear  and  distinct — establishing 
this  practice  on  the  Stock  Exchange^ 
•which  I  am  bound  to  adopt  as  the  plain 
law  between  the  parties  here  litigant. 

I  think  I  have  pointed  out  that  the 
Defendant  has  in  no  way  failed  to  per- 
form all  that  it  was  incumbent  upon 
him  to  perform  towards  the  vendor, 
and  that,  therefore,  there  is  no  ground 
whatever  for  the  claim  which  is  made 
to  hold  the  jobber  liable  for  the  con- 
sequences of  the  name  of  the  infant 
having  been  ufeed  in  this  contract,  un- 
known to  the  vendor,  and  unknown,  as 

3  02 


I  must  believe  on  the  evidence,  to  the 
jobber.    It  ij  not  suggested  that  there 
was  any  fraud,  misrepresentation,  or 
wilful  doing  of  wrong.    I  believe  what 
is  stated,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not 
without  a  remedy,  easier,  more  rapid, 
and  less  expensive  than  he  could  have 
had  in  this  Court.     If  that  has  failed 
him,  it  can  only  be  through  the  lapse 
of  time  that  it  has  failed,  because,  by 
some  rule  which  I  know  nothing  about, 
the   Stoclc  Exclmnge   would  not  now 
entertain  a  compbint    which,   in  its 
origin,  would  have  been  a  perfectly  good 
complaint — not  i^ainst  Mr.  NichaXls, 
for  he  has  done  all  that  it  was  incum- 
bent upon  bim  to  do,  but  against  the 
last  broker,  Mlen^  who  had  brought  in 
the  name  of  Mr.  Hodges,  who  had  been 
connected   with   the    wrongful   act  of 
inserting  the  name  of  an  infant  in  that 
transfer  of  shares  which  the  infant  was 
not  capable  either  of  accepting  or  of 
performing  the  obligation  of.      I  am 
therefore  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff's 
bill  must  be  dismissed,  but  -without 
costs. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  4  C.  P.  36. 

(2)  Ibid.  47. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  4  Ch.  3. 

(4)  Ibid.  l\. 

(5)  Ibid.  441. 
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li  JJ.      get  it  registered.    In  Macded  t,  Paine  (Ist  action)  (1)  tlte  jobber 

1872        baTJng  supplied  Uie  name  of  a  person  nbo  had  given  no  authoritj 

ilxBsv      for  the  nse  of  bis  name,  was  held  liable.     That  case  really  govens 

NicKALLs.    *^®  present.    AUen  v.  Graves  (2),  £oicrinff  t.  Shepherd  (3)^  aud 

—        Paine  T.   Hviehinmut  (4)  are  also  in  our  favoar.     In  Maxhd  t. 

Paine  (2nd  action)  (5)  the  jobber  was  held  to  be  dischai^^;  bat 

iu  that  case  the  person  named,  although  a  mui  of  Btmw,  tax 

capable  of  execating  the  transfer. 

The  ten  days'  rule  haa  no  applicatioa  to  this  cnse.  There  is  no 
evidence  to  shew  that  the  committee  of  the  Stock  Exchaa^  has 
ever  entertained  a  case  of  this  kind  within  the  ten  days,  or  lelasei 
to  entertain  it  after  that  period.  AU  that  the  nitneases  depose  to 
ia  as  to  what,  in  their  opinion,  the  committee  would  do.  Mr.  Capper 
refers  to  a  case  in  which  the  committee  did  entertain  an  applicatioD 
after  the  t«n  days*  period  had  elapsed. 

Mr.  Higgins,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bwihanan,  for  the  Defendant: — 
The  esse  is  oovered  by  authority.  In  Bennie  v.  Morria  (6)  the 
Master  of  the  KoUs  only  followed  the  opinions  of  the  majority  of  the 
Judges  in  Maxted  v.  Paine  (2nd  action).  It  is  remarkable  that 
both  in  law  and  in  equity  the  decisions  of  the  Courts  of  first 
instance  were  against  the  jobber.  In  Colea  v.  Brisiowe  (7),  OrweS 
V.  Brisl&we  (8),  and  Sheppard  v.  MurpJiy  (9),  it  was  held  that  tbe 
jobber  could  not  dischargfe  himself  unless  the  vendor  accepted  the 
name  he  gave  ;  but  in  each  case  the  Courts  c^  Appeal  held  a  dif- 
ferent view,  and  the  result  of  the  decisions  is,  that  if  a  jobber 
passes  a  name,  and  no  objection  is  made  within  the  ten  days 
allowed  by  the  custom,  the  jobber  is  discharged. 

The  basis  of  the  usages  of  the  Slock  Exchange  is  that  the 
metnbets  deal  with  one  another  in  all  contracts  as  principals. 
Brokers  and  jobbers  are  alike  members  of  the  Exchange,  and  are 
all  bound  by  this  rule.  This  principle  is  clearly  worked  out  in  Mr. 
•Tustice  Blackburn's  judgment  in  Maxled  v.  Paine  (2nd  action). 
Tlie  result  is  that  tlie  ultimate  contract  is  not  between  the  owner 


(1)  Law  Eep.  4  Ex.  81. 

(2)  Ibid.  5  Q.  B.  478. 
(-3)  IbiJ.  G  Q.  B.  309. 
(4)  Ibid.  3  Ch.  398. 


(9)  Ir.  L.  Itcp.  I  Eq.  690. 


(5)  Law  Eep.  6  Ex.  132. 
(C)  Ibid.  13  Eq.  203. 

(7)  IWd.  6  Eq.  149. 

(8)  Ibid.  3  C.  P.  112. 
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*f  the  shares  and  the  person  wliose  name  is  on  tha  tiekof,  but  j^  jj. 
"etween  the  vendor's  broker  and  the  broker  who  produces  the  igTB 
■ticket ;  and  all  that  is  necessary  for  the  discharge  of  the  jobber  is  aitaMr 
'hat  he  can  shew  that  a  Dame  has  been  passed  by  some  broker  •■ 

*no  is  a  member  of  the  honse,  and  has  not  been  objected  to  within       • 

*^n  days  l^  the  vendor.  The  contract  being  with  the  broker,  it 
^°  make  no  difference  whether  the  name  which  he  passed  is  that 
*|*  *  person  who  is  able  to  accept  the  transfer  or  not.  He  may  be 
""^ole  himself  to  the  vendor,  but  the  intermediate  jobbers  are  dis- 
'•ftrged.  The  decision  in  Masked  v.  Paine  (1st  action)  (1)  is  not 
^Piicable,  for  in  that  case  there  vias  a  special  contract  that 
fi'stration  should  be  guaranteed. 

"^S^'a,  although  in  the  present  case  the  name  on  the  ticket  was 

-J**  of  tui  infant,  there  was  a  real  purchaser   behind,  namely, 

^'iffea  i     and  if  the  vendor  cannot  hold  the  purchaser's  broker 

Soie  foz-   passing  the  name  of  an  infant,  which  he  might  probably 

_  °>  oe  ca.n   proceed  against  the  real  purchaser  of  the  shares  for  an 

JndoiDDity    :    CasieSm  v.  Eobaon  (2);   Siikeman    v.  Damon  (3); 

^e/son  v_   .>StQcker{4);8hepkerd-r.GiUe8^io);SuncanY.BiU{6); 

Wesion'a     40Jiise  IJ). 

Mr.  Ec^^^ia^  jn  reply. 


July  31-  .Sib  W.  M.  James,  L.J.:— 

Xn  tKL^    case  a  very  short  point  is  miaod  for  our  decision,  namely, 

^jjetber    -tlie  cases  of  Colea  v.  Brisiowe  (8)  and  On'ssdl  v.  BritloKe  (9) 

^©Tid-  tc»   cover  the  case  of  a  jobber  who  has  given  in  the  name 

e  a,n  itxfant  as  the  ultimate  purchaser  to  whom  the  transfer  is  to 

,       fpode.      There  is  really  no  dispute  as  to  the  facts  of  the  case. 

rf\ie      IMaintiff,   through    his   broker  on  the   Stock  Eaxhaiige, 

^gied.    into  a  contract  with  a  jobber  on  the  Stock  Sachange  for 

.Q  sa-le   of  his,  the  PJaintifTs,  shares  in  a  joint  stock  company. 

(1>  l^w  Hep.  4  Ex.  81.  (6j  La„  Bep.  5  Eq.  293. 

C2>  Ibid.  10  Eq.  4T.  (6)  Ibid.  6  Kx.  255. 

(3)  1  De  G.  &  Sm.  90.  (7)  jud.  5  Ch.  614, 

(4)  4  De  a.  &  J.  4  J».  (8)  Ibid.  4  Cb.  3. 

(9)  Law  Rep.  4  C.  P.  36. 
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L.  JJ.      There  is  no  doubt  tliere  was  a  contract  made  with  the  jobber  bj 

1S72        which  the  jobber  was  bound.     The  contract  was  to  be  fulfilled  on 

]a^\      ft  certain  day,  according  to  the  custom  and  practice  on  the  Shck 

„  •■  ExcSuuige.     In  the  meantime  the  jobber  bad  sold  tbe  shares,  and 

there  bad  been  one  or  two  subsequent  sales,  and  on  tbe  day  when 

the  contract  had  to  he  completed  the  jobber  banded  in  to  the 
FlaiutiETs  broker  the  name  of  a  transferee,  that  name  haTing 
reached  the  jobber's  hands  from  a  person  who  was  the  broker  of 
the  ultimate  purchaser  of  the  shares.  Thereupon  the  broker 
accepted  that  name,  and  the  transfer  was  executed  by  the  I'lain- 
tiff  to  tbe  person  named  as  transferee.  It  turned  out  that  that 
person  was  an  infant. 

Now  the  Muster  of  the  Holls  has  held,  in  the  case  of  Rennie 
Morris  (1),  which  the  Yice-Chancellor  has  followed  on  this  occa^ 
sion,  that  under  such  circumstances  the  jobber  was  discharged. 
In  Maxied  v.  Paine  (1st  action)  (2),  before  the  Court  of  Ex- 
r;hequer,  in  nhich  a  person's  name  had  been  given  without  autlio- 
rity,  the  Court  of  Exchequer  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
jobber  remained  liable  notwithstanding  the  transfer  to  tbe  person 
whose  name  had  been  so  given  without  his  authority.  In  the 
present  case  the  infant  certainly  did  not  give  any  authority  for 
the  insertion  of  his  name,  for  the  best  of  all  possible  reasons,  that 
he  was  legally  incompetent  to  give  any  such  authority.  There- 
fore we  have  to  decide  whether  there  is  any  distinction  between 
the  two  cases — the  case  in  tbe  Court  of  Exchequer,  in  which  rl 
has  been  decided  that  a  transfer  to  a  person  who  had  not  antho- 
rized  the  transfer  to  be  made  to  him  was  nothing,  and  the  case 
before  us,  which  is  the  case  of  an  infant  who  has  in  the  like  manner 
not  authorized  it,  because  be  could  not  do  so. 

Now,  how  would  the  case  stand  on  principle  independently  of 
aathority  ?  It  appears  to  me  that  up  to  and  at  the  moment 
when  the  jobber  gave  in  tbe  name  to  tbe  broker  the  jobber  was 
Ijound  in  law  to  complete  the  bargain  which  he  had  made.  He 
was  at  that  time  under  an  obligation  to  take  the  shares  Jrom  tbp 
Plaintifi^  and  to  take  them  in  such  a  way  as  to  give  the  Plaintifl' 
an  entire  release  and  indemnity  against  all  future  liability  iu 
lespcct  of  them.  That  n-as  the  nature  of  the  tranKactioo,  that  was 
(1)  Lnw  Bcp.  13  Eq.  203.  (2)  Law  Rep,  4  Ex.  81. 
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^fe  position  up  to  the  moment  when  he  gave  in  the  name.     What        Xj.  jj. 
^^as  the  effect  of  giving  in  the  name,  and  the  execution  of  the         I872 
transfer  on  the  name  being  so  given  in  ?    It  cannot  be  said  to  be       >ubr 
^  fulfilment  of  the  contract  with  the  jobber.     The  contract  re-     ^^_^- 
Gained  unfulfilled.    The  shares  still  remained,  in  point  of  law, 
vested  in  the  Plaintiff,  because  the  transfer  was  a  piece  of  waste 
paper.      Therefore  there  was  no  fulfilment  of  the  contract  in  that 
Way, 

'-Then  was  there  anything  which  amounted  to  a  release  of  the 
^^^itract  ?  Can  it  be  said  that  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  met 
*^gether  and  virtually  discharged  each  other,  one  from  the  obli- 
gation to  pay,  and  the  other  from  the  obligation  to  transfer  ?  There 
^s  no  pretence  that  there  was  any  such  thing.  Was  there  anything 
^^  the  nature  of  accord  and  satisfaction,  or  anything  in  the  nature  of 
'^^'Ovaiio  contractus  ?  In  my  opinion  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  a  piece 
^f  Waste  paper  or  a  void  contract,  professing  to  be  made  by  a  person 
incapable  of  entering  into  a  contract,  can  amount  to  a  satisfaction 
ill  law.  It  is  equally  impossible,  in  my  view,  to  hold  that  there 
^^^  be  a  ruyvatio  cmiracius  when  there  is  no  new  person  capable  of 
enterincr    into  the  contract.     That  is  how  the  case  stands  upon 

principle. 

How  is  it  upon  authority  ?     The  principle  of  those  authorities 
of  Grhsell  v.  Bristowe  (1)  and  Coles  v.  Brkiowe  (2)  was  explained  in 
a  judgment  which,  to  my^mind,  is  binding  upon  us.    It  is  a  judg- 
ment of  this  Court  given  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  Eatherley  in  Cruse 
V.  Paine  (3),  in  which,  while  he  distinguished  the  case  on  the  ground 
that  there  was  there  a  guarantee  of  registration,  he  laid  down  what 
the  principle  of  the  previous  cases  was.    Lord  Eatherley  there  says : 
Coles  V.  Bristowe  and  Paine  v.  Hutchinson  (4)  had  established  that, 
^a  tb©  c*^s®  of  ^^  ordinary  sale  to  a  jobber,  the  real  contract  was  that 
at  the  settling  day  he  would  either  take  the  shares  himself  or  give 
the  names  of  one  or  more  transferees,  who  would  pay  for  the  shares, 
axid  to  whom  no  reasonable  objection  could  be  taken.    In  this  case, 
■i^p^ever,  there  was  superadded  an  express  provision  that  the  sale 
>vas  made,  not  ordinarily  and  simply,  but  with  registration  guaran- 
teed.    These  words  introduced  a  material  distinction,  the  exact 

(1)  Law  Rep.  4  C.  P.  3G.  (3)  Law  Rep.  4  Ch.  441,  443. 

(2)  Ibid.  4  Ch.  3.  (4)  Ibid.  3  CL  388. 
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L.  jj.      meaning  of  which  the  Court  was  now  called  upon  to  arrive  at.  Sii 

1872       Bounds  Painter  had  contended  that  tlie  only  meaoing  was  tiiat  tk 

]i^2ij      vendor  could  call  upon  the  jobber  to  proceed  against  the  purchaur 

vicuLu    ^^^  oonipel  him  to  register ;  but  that  was  not  a  aouud  constraction  of 

the  contract,  which  was  one  inseparable  bargain  for  a  price  fixed  irilli 

reference  to  this  guarantee ;  and  the  tenoe  were  notmerelythattbe 
jobber  should  find  a  purchaser  who  would  pay  for  the  shues  and 
accept  the  transfer,  but  that  the  jobber  should  find  a  pnrciuiEer 
who  would  do  that,  and  would  alao  register  the  transfer,  and  until 
that  had  been  done  the  jobber  was  not  discharged  from  his  engage- 
meet."  That  is  to  say.  that  in  the  simple  case,  from  wbic^  tb&t  ca«e 
was  an  exception,  the  bargain  was  that  the  jobber  should  find  a  pur- 
chaser who  would  pay  for  the  shares  and  accept  the  tranisfer.  In  thi« 
case  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  jobber  has  not  found  a  purchase  who 
has  paid  for  the  shares  and  accepted  a  transfer,  because  the  infiut  va 
utterly  incapable  of  accepting  the  transfer.  -  It  seems  to  me,  there- 
fore^ that  according  to  the  principle  of  the  cases,  aa  judieially 
expounded  by  the  decision  of  the  Lord  Chancellor,  it  was  essential 
to  the  discharge  of  the  jobber  that  there  sliould  be  a  ret^  put- 
chaser,  a  man  named  who  would  pay  for  the  shores  and  accept  the 
transfer.    In  my  opinion  that  is  sufficient  to  dispose  of  the  case. 

It  is  true  that  in  tho  second  action  of  Jlfa«^  v.  Paine  (1). 
before  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  there  is  a  very  e]>l)o- 
late  judgment  of  Mr,  Justice  Blaelcbam  whiob,  when  one  reads 
it  at  length  and  considers  the  whole  tenor  of  it^  would  appear  to 
bo  rather  an  exposition  of  the  law  intended  for  the  guidaai£  of 
tlie  House  of  Lords  if  and  when  the  whole  matter  should  ever 
come  to  be  rsTiewed  before  that  tribunal  of  ultimate  aj^al; 
because  the  thesis  of  the  learned  Judge  is,  not  that  the  cased 
were  wrongly  decided,  but  that  the  oases  were  decided  on  a  wrong 
principle.  However,  that  is  not  the  way  a  Court  like  this  deals 
with  the  decisions  of  a  Court  of  co-ordinate  jorisdiotion.  The  cbs«^ 
which  are  cited  do  not  biud  us  as  ree  getUe,  becanse  they  are 
inter  alios  ada  ;  but  they  biud  us  in  so  far  aa  they  are  authorita- 
tive expositions  and  statements  of  the  law.  It  is  the  priooiple  o' 
the  decision  by  wbi<^  we  are  bound,  not  a  mere  rule  thst  in 
exactly  the  same  circumstances  we  are  to  arrive  at  the  same  con- 
(I)  LawEep.  6  Ex.  132. 
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^f    ^^®-     Therefore  to  say  that  the  decisions  are  wrong  in  poiot       r,.  jj. 
w   ^^^<^iple,  if  that  principle  was  clearly  laid  doin),  does  not  relieve        1 872 
^^^^'^^la  the  obligation  of  following  the  principle  of  the  decision,       M^y 
^i^^^^^  the  whole  theory  of  our  system  is,  that  the  decision  of  a    ^    ^' 

^^^^ior  Court  is  binding  on  an  inferior  Court  and  on  a  Court  of 

^^^ij^ate  jurisdiction,  in  so  far  as  it  is  a  statement  of  the  law 

*Uch  the  Court  is  bouod  to  accept.   The  law  as  laid  down  by  the 

^^  Chancellor  is,  that  the  jobber  was  entitled  to  be  discharged  if 

^  if  only  he  found  a  purchaser  who  would  pay  for  the  shares 

^M  accept  a  transfer. 

Having  read  the  judgment  of  that  learned  Judge  (Mr.  Justice 

^*«cfcbttrn)  with  great  care,  I  am  obliged  to  add  that  he  has  not 

^^tisfied  me  of  the  thesis  which  he  purports  to  establish,  that  the 

^^^^es  were  rightly  decided  on   a  wrong  principle  of  law.     I  am 

*^ound  to  confess  that  he  has  very  nearly  satisfied  me  that  the 

^^^^8  were  wrong,  if  it  were  open  to  me  to  discuss  them.     He  has 

^oarfjr  satisfied  me  that  the  jobber's  contract  was  not  completed 

^^til  there  was  an  actual  registration,  that  is  to  say,  that  ^tery 

"^^ontract  did,  in  its  very  essence,  imply  that  which  was  in  terms 

^^pressed  in  Cru8ey.Paiiie{l),  that  not  only  there  should  be  atrans- 

^or,  bat  that  the  transfer  should  be  registered,  so  that  the  vendor 

"shonld.  find  himself  in  the  position  he  contracted  to  be  in,  viz., 

actually  :released  from  and  indemnified  against  all  subsequent  lia- 

Ibilities.       However  I  am  of  opinion,  if  that  was  the  law,  it  would 

fee  still  xnore  fatal  to  the  contention  of  the  Defendant  in  this  case. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  jobber  has  not  discharged  himself  from 

his  liability,  either  to  take  the  shares  himself  or  to  take  them  by 

ft  persoix   <x)mpetent  and  willing  to  do  so.    That  being  so,  I  think 

that  th©    judgment  ought  to  be  reversed,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  is 

entitled  -t^  the  relief  which  he  asks  by  his  bill. 

Sir  &•  IVIelush,  L.J. : — 

I  BXsx  of  the  same  opinion.    In  the  first  place,  I  think  the  case 

fxovf  before  us  cannot  be  distinguished  from  Maasied  r.  Paine  (1st 

actioti)  ^2).    In  thfet  case  the  Court  of  Exchequer  held  that  if  the 

.  person  ^hose  name  was  on  the  ticket,  and  to  whom  the  tratisfer 

^as  ttiade,  had  given  no  authority  to  the  broker  who  issued  the 

(1)  Law  Rep.  4  Ch.  441.  (2)  Law  Rep.  4  Ex.  81. 
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L.  JJ.      ticket  to  insert  his  name,  tlico,  inastnucti  aa  there  iras  no  pnr- 
1872        chaser  to  awept  the  transfer  of  the  shares,  the  jobber  was  not 

Herbt  discharged.  Iq  the  present  case  the  person  whose  name  was  put 
NioEAUx.  "[x^^  ^^  ticket  was  a  youth  of  sixteen,  and  the  only  evideace  that 
—  is  given  as  to  hishaving,ia  point  of  fact,  given  any  authority  to  put 
hia  name  on  the  ticket  was,  that  he  remembered  about  that  time, 
in  1865,  ttie  manager  of  the  company  used  to  ask  him  occasionally 
to  execute  transfers,  some  fully  filled  up  and  some  in  blank,  but 
that  he  had  no  recollection  of  having  executed  any  transfer  ia 
this  particular  case ;  and  the  transfer  itself  has  not  been  fonud. 

Under  these  circumstances  it  would  be  very  difficult  indeed,  anil, 
as  it  seems  to  me,  absurd  to  say  that  the  broker  could  bare  any 
authority  to  put  the  uame  of  this  boy  in  the  ticket.  I  may  obeeive 
that  it  is  not  exactly  like  the  case  where  an  infant  purchases  sbares 
fisr  himself,  or  even  where  a  father,  wishing  to  make  a  present  to 
his  son,  who  is  an  infant,  buys  shares  and  registers  them  in  his 
name.  In  such  a  case  there  is  a  possibility  that  the  infant  migM 
adopt  the  contract  when  he  comes  of  age,  and  that  it  might  he 
a  contract  for  his  benefit.  £ut  when  an  infant  has  no  inteiest 
in  the  shares  whatever,  and  is  not  intended  to  have  an  interest, 
hut  his  name  is  simply  used  to  free  others  from  hability,  it  u 
utterly  impossible  that  such  a  transaction  can  be  for  the  benefit  ot 
the  infant.  In  this  case,  therefore,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  infant 
never  gave  any  authority  to  put  his  name  in  the  ticket  at  alL 
That  being  so,  the  case  comes  within  that  decision  of  the  Court  of 
i^xchequer,  and  the  question  we  have  to  consider  is  whether  «e 
ought  to  follow  that  case,  or  treat  it  as  overruled,  Mr,  Justice  Black- 
bum,  in  his  very  elaborate  judgment  in  the  second  action  of  ifarfei 
V.  Paine  {!),  stated  principles  which  certainly  cannot  be  reconciled 
with  the  decision  in  the  first  action  of  Mazied  v.  Paine  (2J ;  indeed, 
he  as  much  as  said  that  he  did  not  agree  with  it.  The  decision 
of  Lord  Bomilly,  also,  in  Bennie  v.  JUom's  (3),  which  was  the  case 
of  a  transfer  to  an  infant,  cannot  be  reconciled  with  the  principle 
upon  which  the  Court  of  Exchequer  acted.  Therefore  wo  have  to 
consider  what  decision  we  will  follow.  Now,  we  are  in  some 
respects  in  a  different  position  from  the  Judges  in  Courts  of  Lbi^  • 

(I)  Law  Itep.  C  Ex.  132.  (2)  Law  Rep.  4  Ex.  Ml. 

(3)  Law  llpp.  13  £q.  203. 
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Twcao^^     in   those  cases,.the  custom  had  all  been  found  by  arbitra-       L.  JJ. 
.       £B.«^*^  stated  in  the  special  case,  and  the  Judges  were  bound  by        I872 
'™  ^j.*  here   we  are  acting:  as  Judge  and  jury,  and  have  to  say       M^m 
*  *33-*  custom  was,  and  whether  the  custom  alleged,  if  it  really     y.    '■ 

.       ^^      on   the   S/ccX^  Exchange,  was  binding    in   point  of  law.        • 

®*  ,  f^Tticular  sale  of  which  we  have  to  consider  the  legal  e£fect, 

"^^'^  tK*^**^^   *"  ^*'  ^^^  ^   ^"'^''  ^^*'^'   ''  "^  ™"^®  before  the 

''^^   t^»      **^   Overend,  Gumey,  &  Co.,  before  C7o7ea  v.  Bnsfoica  (1)  or 

^*^  ..^ctZ   y.  Briafotee  (2)  had  been  decided,  and  before  the  question 

,    en-iscn  to  any  serious  extent,  if  at  all,  aa  to  what  the  liability 

■-voti\>er8  was.     Nevertheless,  no  doubt  the  practice  and  usage 

oi  \V©  Stock  Excliange  was  substantially  the  same  then  as  it  is  now. 

J3at  I  think,  as  Lord  Cainta  said  in  Coles  v.  BHstoue,  we  ought  to 

put  a  reasonable  construction  on  the  usages  of  the  SlocJi  Exchange. 

\Ve  must  look  not  so  much  to  what  the  jobbers,  now  five  years 

afterwardsj  and  when  they  are  fully  alive  to  the  liabilities  they 

may  incur,  may  say  they  think  is  the  legal  effect  of  the  usage  of 

the  5^ocit  Exchange,  but  we  must  look  at -what  the  usage  is,  for 

-what  purpose  it  was  instituted,  and  what  is  the  proper  legal  effect 

of  it 

Kow,  looking  at  the  evidence  in  this  case — we  have  the  evidence 
of  Mr.  Capper,  a  broker,  who  has  made  an  affidavit  for  the  Plain- 
tiff as  follows :  He  states  that  the  usage  of  the  London  Stock 
XJxchange  in  July  and  September,  1865,  was  this,  that  a  stock- 
iobber  who  entered  into  an  agreement  for  the  purchase  of  shares 
in  a  company  was  bound  either  to  nominate,  by  the  day  fixed  for 
the  comtiletion  of  the  purchase,  a  transferee  of  such  shares  capa- 
ble of  eff^ictually  accepting  the  transfer  thereof,  or  to  accept  a 
transfer  thereof  into  his  own  name.  Therefore,  according  to  that 
statement  of  the  usage,  unless  the  person  whose  name  was  on  the 
ticket  was  a  person  who  was  both  ready  and  able  to  accept  the 
transfer  of  the  shares,  the  jobber  was  not  discharged. 

Now,  the  evidence  on  the  other  side  is  of  the  Defendant  him- 
self and  tivo  other  gentlemen,  who  state  that  they  are  members  of 
the  Siock  Exchange,  but  do  not  in  terms  state  whether  they  are 
jobbers  or  brokers,  but  I  presume  they  are  jobbers.  They  state 
the  usage  in  substantially  the  same  manner  as  it  baa  been  stated 
(1)  Law  Be^  4  Cli.  3.  (2)  Un-  Rep.  4  C.  P.  36. 
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in  alt  the  nnmerouB  cases  that  have  occnrred ;  bnt  they  draw  the 
inference  that  the  jobber  is  absolutely  discharged  if  the  name  of 
the  maD  in  the  ticket  is  accepted,  and  a  transfer  made  to  him, 
although  that  transrer  may  be  an  ntter  nullity  Jrom  the  person 
having  no  authority.  They  draw  that  inference  from  the  usage. 
•  Then  I  observe  that  Mr.  Talham  is  brought  to  make  an  afBdaTit 
for  the  purpose  of  accounting  for  one  particular  transaction  wbich 
took  place,  which  seems  to  have  little  or  nothing  to  do  with  tbe 
present  case.  He  being  a  broker  is  not  asked  to  give  any  evidence 
of  what  the  custom  was.  Therefore  it  looks  as  if  there  was  a 
difference  of  opinion  on  the  Slock  Exchange  as  to  whnt  had  been 
the  usage  at  that  time  between  the  brokers  and  the  jobbers. 

Now,  independently  of  the  question  whether  the  membersof  tbe 
Stock  Exchange  could  legally  make  such  a  rale,  I  am  not  con- 
Tinoed  as  a  matter  of  fact  that  it  was  a  well-established  rule  of  the 
Stock  Exchange  in  the  year  1865,  that  if  the  person  named  in  tlie 
ticket  turned  out  to  have  given  no  authority,  then  the  jobber  was 
discharged.  As  I  miderstond  the  view  which  Mr.  Justice  f/oel- 
iurn  takes,  and  which  has  been  now  argued  before  us,  it  is  this— 
that  what  is  called  the  novation  or  substituted  contract  that  is 
made  when  the  jobber  is  discharged  is  not  made  with  the  person 
whose  name  is  put  on  the  ticket,  but  is  made  with  the  broker 
who  issues  the  ticket ;  and  this  view  is  based  npon  the  fact  that 
the  brokers  and  jobbers  on  the  Stock  Exchange  deal  only  with  each 
other,  and  enforce  contracts  only  against  each  other.  That,  no 
doubt,  is  perfectly  true,  because  the  brokers  have  no  jurisdiction 
over  the  principals,  neither  do  they  give  any  benefit  to  them. 
Tbe  principals  cannot-  go  on  the  Stock  Exchange  and  get  any 
redress  from  the  Stock  Exchange  against  a  broker  or  a  jobber;  hut 
beyond  all  question,  the  rule  of  law  has  always  been  that  the 
undisclosed  principal  of  the  broker  (because  they  must  know  that 
a  broker  has  an  undisclosed  principal)  may  come  in  and  sue  upon 
the  contract. 

Now  the  real  question  is,  giving  a  fair  coustmction  to  the 
usage  of  the  Stock  Exchange,  what  is  the  contract  which  the  undis- 
closed principal  of  the  broker  makes  with  the  jobber  ?  Is  it  a  eou- 
tract  tliat  he  will  take  and  accept  the  broker  who  issues  ihe  ticket 
as  a  person  who  is  to  be  liable  to  him  in  lieu  and  instead  of  tlie 


"VOI,.-VIL]  CHAHOEBt  ATPEAM.  ^^^ 

jobber?    Or  is  it  a  contract  that  he  wfll  tato  (he  pereoa  whofle       L.  jj. 
name  ie  pot  in  the  ticket  as  a  transferee  and  porohaaer  from        1*72 
liiminlieuof  the  jobber.Bo  that  the  jobber  )B  not  discharged  from       m^, 
tie  contract  with  the  purchaser  unless  a  transfer  is  made  to  a    j.    **■ 
person  who  has  gtren  authority  to  hare  that  contract  accepted ?        —  ... 
Seyond  all  question,  in  all  the   earh'er  cases,  the   opinion  the 
Judges  came  to  upon  the  real  meaning  of  the  ruleg  of  the  Stoek 
Exchange — and  what  I  cannot  help  thinking  is  their  real  meaning 

was  that  the  real  object  of  the  rules  was  to  bring  the  seller  and 

the  purchaser  together,  that  is,  not  the  broker  and  the  jobber,  but 
the  real  seller,  the  man  who  wants  to  dispose  of  the  shares,  and 
the  real  purchaser,  the  man  who  wants  to  get  the  shares  traus^ 
ferred  to  him — to  bring  them  together  and  enable  them  to  contract 
with  each  other.  The  reason  why  it  was  necessary  to  hare  a  ticket, 
and  why  these  tickets  pass  through  a  great  number  of  hands, 
if,  as  is  well  known,  that  besides  porchasers  and  sellers  on  the 
Stock  Egsehange  there  are  a  great  nnmbet  of  peofJe  who  are  not 
sellers  or  purchasers,  but  who  are  "  bulls  "  and  "  beare,"  who  are 
betting  on  the  rise  or  fall  of  the  Bbares  between  the  time  of  making 
their  contiaot  and  the  aceount  day ;  who  never  intend  to  transfer 
shares  or  to  accept  the  transfer  of  shares,  but  only  intend  to  receive 
and  pay  the  difference.  This  is  a  most  convenient  usage  to  them, 
because  as  the  ticket  passes  from  hand  to  hand  the  differences  are 
marked  and  paid,  and  these  people,  who  never  mean  either  to 
deliver  shares  or  to  accept  shares,  get  their  differences,  and  their 
contracts  are  all  over.  But  then  the  object  of  the  cnstom  is,  that 
if  there  happen  to  be  a  real  seller  and  a  real  purchaser  they  may 
be  brought  together. 

Now  what  is  the  ticket  ?  The  ticket  is  issued  by  the  purchaser's 
broker,  and  it  appears  to  me,  the  broker  who  issues  that  ticket 
professes  to  he  the  agent  of  the  man  whose  nauie  is  on  the  ticket. 
I  cannot  agree  with  Mr.  Justice  JBhcibum  that  he  offers  to  make 
a  contract  on  his  own  account.  It  appears  to  me  that  what  he 
does  is  this :  he  represents  that  the  person  wbose  name  is  on  the 
ticket  is  his  principal ;  that  he  has  authority  to  bind  him  ;  that 
he  is  a  person  capable  of  accepting  the  shares;  and  that  he,  the 
broker,  has  authority  to  accept  the  transfer  on  hjs  account  so  as 
to  bind  him.    It  appears  to  roe  that  he  makes  that  representation. 
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axid  if  that  representation  is  trne,  if  the  person  who3e  name  is  on 
the  ticket  has  really  authorized  the  broker  to  put  his  name  on  it, 
then  it  appears  to  me  the  person  whose  name  is  on  the  ticket 
offers  to  make  this  contract:  He  says,  in  effect,  to  any  person 
to  whom  this  ticket  may  come  in  the  course  of  the  ordinary  busi- 
ness of  the  Stock  Exchange,  if  he  is  a  person  who  has  got  the  shares 
to  transfer :  ''  You  may  make  out  the  transfer  of  the  shares  and 
insert  my  name  as  the  purchaser,  and  when  the  transfer  is  brought 
to  my  broker,  whose  name  is  on  the  ticket,  he  will  on  my  account 
pay  the  purchase-money  which  I  have  j^reed  to  pay,  not  to  the 
person  from  whom  I  have  purchased,  but  to  the  broker  who  brings 
the  transfer,  and  I  will  engage  to  accept  that  transfer."  It  appears 
to  me  that  when  the  broker  of  the  original  vendor,  having  receiTed 
the  ticket,  fills  in  the  transfer  and  gets  his  principal  to  execute 
the  transfer  to  the  person  whose  name  is  on  the  ticket,  and  then 
takes  it  to  the  broker  whose  name  is  on  the  ticket,  and  he  accepts 
it  and  pays  the  purchase-money,  then  a  perfect  privity  of  contract 
is  estabh'shed  between  the  vendor  and  the  ultimate  purchaser. 
Then  the  contract  of  the  jobber,  that  instead  of  himself  he  will  find 
another  purchaser,  is  fulfilled.  But  the  broker  who  issues  the 
ticket  is  not  liable  on  the  contract  as  a  purchaser  at  all.  I  do  not 
at  all  mean  to  say  that  he  is  not  liable ;  on  the  contrary,  if  the 
representation  he  makes  is  untrue,  if  the  person  whose  name  is  on 
the  ticket  has  really  never  authorized  him  to  put  his  name  there, 
or  is  a  person  who  is  incapable  of  taking  shares,  being  an  infant, 
then  it  appears  to  me  the  broker  who  issues  the  ticket  makes  an 
nntrue  representation,  and  whether  he  makes  it  fraudulently  or 
not  I  apprehend  that,  according  to  the  rules  of  this  Court,  if  any- 
body to  whom  that  ticket  passes  in  the  ordinary  course  of  busi- 
ness alters  his  position,  and  incurs  pecuniary  loss  from  believing 
and  trusting  in  the  truth  of  that  statement,  the  broker  would  be 
liable  to  make  good  his  representation.  It  may  be,  if  the  broker 
had  an  ultimate  principal  who  put  somebody  else's  name  on  the 
ticket,  that  in  this  Court  that  ultimate  principal  would  be  liable ; 
and  indeed  it  has  been  so  held.  But  I  cannot  see  that  there  is 
any  privity  of  contract  by  the  original  vendor  with  the  broker 
who  issued  the  ticket,  or  indeed  with  the  principal  of  that  broker, 
urdess  his  name  is  put  on  the  ticket,  because  it  appears  to  me  that 
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the  only  contracts  are  iLe  original  contract  between  the  vendor 
and  the  jobber,  aiid  then,  by  the  usage  of  the  Stock  Estekattge,  the 
further  contract  that  in  lieu  and  instead  of  the  jobber  the  vendor 
vrill  accept  tbe  name  of  the  person  who  is  on  the  ticket.     But  it 
appears  to  me  that  all  that  is  on  the  assumption  that  there  is   a 
real  porchaser  or  a  real  transferee.     I  make  a  distinction  betiveen 
the  terms,  because  in  Masked  t.  Paine  (2nd  action)  (1)  the  Judges 
came  to  the   conclnaion  (and  I  do  not  dispoto  the  correctness  of 
that  decision)  that  the  person  whose  namo  is  on  the  ticket  need 
not   be  a  person  who  liaa  really  purchased  the  shares ;  but  the 
person  who  has  pnrchased  tbe  shares  is  entitled  to  put  the  shares 
in  tb©  name  of  somebody  else,  and  that  in  that  case  there  wonld 
"be   a  compliance  with  the  rules  of  the  Stock  Exchange,    That  I 
Tvonld  not  at  all  dispute.     Bat  certainly  it  has  never  been  held 
yet   (unless  it  was  so  held  in   the  case  before  the  Master  of  the 
Xlolls)  that  the  jobber  was  discharged  onless  he  produced  some- 
body else  to  take  his  place. 

Now  tbere  is  some  evidence  in  this  case  which  I  think  is  not 
immaterial  to  refer  to,  which  is  given  by  the  Defendant  and  some 
of  bis  witnesses  respecting  the  present  usage  in  the  Stock  Exchange, 
and  illustrates  what  appears  to  be  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Blaekhum, 
that  as  all  the  contracts  are  really  with  the  members  of  the  Stock 
.Exchange,  if  they  are  dischai^ed  their  principals  must  be  dis- 
cbarged,  becaose  the  real  contracts  are  made  with  tbem.     They 
give  this  evidence  because  one  witness  on  behalf  of  the  PlaintiS" 
gives  evidence  that  on  one  occasion,  after  the  whole  of  the  transac- 
tion had  been  completed,  the  committee  of  the  Stock  Exchange  made 
the  ultimate  broker  personally  responsible.     Now  the  evidence  of 
the  Defendant  is  to  this  effect :  "  The  decision  of  the  committee 
directing  the  said  broker  to  indemnify  the  said  George  Copdand 
Capper  was  in  accordance  with  the  rules  and  nsoges  of  the  Stock 
Exchange,  it  having  been  the  practice  of  the  committee  in  cases 
■where  shares  had  been  transferred  into  the  name  of  a  minor  or  that 
of  some  other  person  to  whom  reasonable  objection  had  been  estaU 
Jished,  to  hold  that  the  member  who  issned  the  ticket  with  such 
name  should  be  liable  to  indemnify  the  transferor  from  the  conse- 
quences thereof;  but  since  the  recent  decisions  of  this  honourable 
(0  Law  Bep,  6  Er.  132. 
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L.  J  J.      Ck>art  b(^ing  the  real  bujer  liable  to  iademnify  the  transferor  the^ 

1873       have  oeosed  to  hold  ths  broker  responsible  in  sncb  maes,  and  iitm 

MEimy      W^  tbs  tiansfdror  to  bis  legal  remedies  against  the  itansferee  or  tbe 

NiciIlla.    ^^  buyer,"  Now,  observe  wbat  the  committee  have  done  since  thev 

fopnd  that  this  Court  will  hold  either  the  transferee  or  tiie  peison 

who  put  the  broker  In  jootion  responsible ;  tkey  have  ma^e^it  b  rol» 
ot,the.Stoeh  En^ungt  tiuA  the  broker  of  the  ultimate  imidiaBer 
-r  sball.not  be  liable,  although  he  baa  pot  on  th^  ticket  ^b  Bfline 
of  an  infant  or  the  name  of  a  person  incapablo  of  taking  shares. 
According  to  the  doctrine  ctf  Mr.  Justice  BUttJAum,  the  broker 
being  discharged,  the  employer  of  the  broker  would  be  diecfaarged 
also. 

Can  tliey  really  make  sutih  rules  as  that?  According  to  their 
rules  nobody  is  liable.  The  broker  of  the  original  vendor  csnnot 
be  made  liable  tor  hU  careletsneas  in  not  finding  oat  that  the  nam^ 
on  the  tidtet  was  that  of  an  infitnt,  and  the  jobber  cannot  be  mwle  ^ 
liable  for  the  breach  of  his  contract,  and  the  broker  who  issiiestb» 
ticket  cannot  be  made  liable  unless  he  has  been  gniltyef  actaal 
fraud,  and  then  they  say  that  Cmtside  persons  ars  to  sue  eacb 
other. 

We  must  look  to  the  rules  as  they  existed  before  these  qnestions 
arose,  and  it  appears  to  me  that  the  fair  and  reasonable  eonstnir- 
tion  of  them  is,  that  the  jobber  made  the  contract  for  the  par- 
chaser,  but  that  he  made  it  with  the  condition  that  inasmncli  as 
he  did  not  want  to  take  the  shares  himself,  if  by  means  of  the  rule 
of  the  Slock  ExtHutnge  lie  produced  another  person  who  did  accept 
the  transfer,  then  he  was  discharged.  If  it  turns  out  nufortnnfttetr 
that  the  person  whose  name  is  put  on  the  ticket,  and  to  whom  tbe 
transfer  is  made,  is  a  person  who  has  giren  no  autliority  to 
tiike  tlie  transfer,  and  who  is  not  a  purcliasei^  then  it  appears 
to  me  the  jobbor  has  not  performed  hie  ccmtract,  and  therefore  is 
not  discharged. 

Now  there  is  one  passage  wliich  I  wish  to  read,  in  addition  to 
what  has  been  read  by  the  Lord  Justice,  simply  to  shew  that  tho 
otlier  Judges  did  not  wmcur  with  Mr.  Justice  Blaclthurn,  and  that 
ill  (lie  decision  of  Maaied  r.  Paine  (2nd  action)  (1)  tliey  Imve  not 
alteied  the  principle  upon  which  they  have  hitherto  proceeded, 
(1)  Law  Rep.  C  Ex.  132. 
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After  Mr.  Joslioe  BlaMum  had  deHTered  his  jadgment  in  that       r..  j j. 
case.  Lord  C3uef  Justice  GodAttm  gave  his  jadgment,  and  he  put         ifrro 
it  entirely  on  the  groimd  that  the  case  contd  not  be  distbigaished 
from  CM$bM  t.  Briitowe  (1).  He  8ay8(2):  **K  this  be  soothe  case     ^^^    ^. 
is  brought  directly  within  the  decision  in  Chriasdl  v.  Bri^owe,    In         —  t^ 
that  isase  the  Court  held  that  while,  acoerding  to  the  reasonable 
constractioii  of  the  usage  of  the  Stock  Euehange,  the  first  buyer,,  iti 
^availing  himaelf  of  the  right  afforded  by  the  usage,  and  therefore 
implied  by  and  comprehended  within  the  terms  of  the  original 
^<^Oiatract9  of  substituting  another  buyer  for  himself,  was  bound  to 
Sive  the  name  of  a  person  willing  and  able  to  fulfil  the  contract ; 
.yet  if  the  seller,  instead  of  objecting   to  the  person  so  proposed, 
^wocepted  such  person  as  the  buyer,  and  proceeded  to  transfer  the 
Bbares  to  himy  he  took  him  for  better   or  worse,  and  in  so  doing 
xeleaaed  the  original  buyer  firom  all  further  liability" 

In  my  opinion  that  is  a  true  description  of  the  contract  If 
ibe  person  whose  name  is  on  the  ticket  is  willing  and  able  to  fblfil 
ibo  contract,  then,  as  soon  as  the  transfer  is  made  to  him,  the 
jobber  is  discharged.  But  in  the  present  case,  there  being  no 
person  willing  and  able  to  fulfil  the  contract,  and  the  person  whose 
:naine  was  on  the  ticket  having  given  no  authority  to  the  jobber  to 
put  his  name  there,  the  jobber  is  not  discharged. 

'Sm  W.  M.  Jamss,  L.J. : — 

I  desire  to  add  that  our  decision  in  this  case  will,  in  my  judg- 

:ment^do  no   injustice.    The   vendor,  who  is  not  a  member  of 

i;he  Stock  Eaechange,  has  his  remedy  against  his  purchaser,  the 

jobber ;  and  the  jobber,  having  been  misled  by  somebody  else  on 

the  Stock  Exchange,  and  so  left  liable,  will  have  such  relief  fix)m 

-that  domestic  tribunal  as,  according  to  the  rules  of  that  body,  he 

is  entitled  to  have  against  the  member  who  has  really  caused  the 

zaischief ;    and  possibly  they  may  think  it  right  to  alter  their 

QTules  accordingly. 

Solicitor  for  the  Plaintiff:  Mr.  W.  A.  Crump. 
Solicitors  for  the  DefendaDts :  Messrs.  Moriey  S  Shirref. 

(1)  I-aw  Bep.  4  C.  P.  36.  (2)  Law  Bep.  6  Ex.  183. 
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In  re  SAVIN. 
Mortgagee — Inipeetorthip  Deed — Bankn^tey — Saiiiequent  Jnterttt — Fafaoirat. 

A  debtor  executed  BD  inspectonhipdeednndeTtboitiinJtrupfcy  Jc<,1861. 
A  Judge  in  Chancery,  actiag  under  the  LiquHatutn  Act,  1868,  •KeKunef) 
the  value  of  the  securities  held  hy  the  aecured  cTGditois,  which  vilna  tbe 
creditors  were  to  take  in  discharge  of  their  debts,  and  to  be  allowed  to  prore 
for  the  deficiency  .* — 

Bdd,  that  the  rule  in  bankruptcy  prevailed,  and  that  the  value  n  mmt- 
tuned  most  go  in  reduction  of  the  principal  and  interest  due  to  the  Mcond 
creditors  at  the  date  of  the  iospectonhip  deed,  and  to  be  proved  for  by  &e 
creditors,  and  could  not  be  applied  by  the  creditois  in  the  first  place  tovuds 
payment  of  interest  acoraed  on  their  debts  sinoe  the  date  of  the  iospectontdp. 

Decision  of  Bacon,  V.C,  reversed. 

J.H0MA8  SAVJN,vihoh.BA  been  engaged  in  constracting  rail' 
ways  and  other  worke  to  a  very  great  extent,  on  the  17tb  of 
Febmary,  1866,  executed,  under  the  proriBions  at  the  Bankm^ 
Act,  1861,  a  deed  of  ioBpectorship,  by  which  he  covenanted  to 
carry  on  hie  business  and  to  get  in  his  estate  for  the  benefit  of  his 
creditors,  under  the  control  and  inspection  of  three  inspectors 
therein  named.  The  deed  further  provided  that  his  estate  shonld 
be  administered  in  accordance  with  the  principles  of  the  then 
bankrupt  law  in  England,  or  as  near  thereto  as  circunutancea 
would  permit. 

-  In  pursuance  of  the  proyisions  of  the  Liquidation  Ad,  1868 
(31  &  32  Vict.  c.  68),  the  inspectors  under  this  deed  proposed, 
before  the  Vice-Chancellor  James,  a  scheme  for  the  valuation, 
division,  and  disposition  of  certain  assets  of  the  debtor.  This 
scheme,  amongst  other  things,  provided  that  the  assets  of  the 
debtor  should  be  valued  by  the  Judge  in  Chambers,  as  holding 
and  not  as  selling  securities ;  that  this  valuation  should  be  con- 
clusive for  all  purposes  connected  with  the  scheme,  and  that  the 
secured  creditors  should  take  the  securities  held  by  them  respec- 
tively in  or  towards  discharge  of  their  debts,  and  should  be  ad- 
mitted as  creditors  on  the  general  estate  lor  their  balances,  if 
any. 
The  scheme  was  confirmed  by  the  Court,  and  the  Chief  Clerk, 
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proceeding  under  it,  made  his  oeitificate,  dated  the  9th  of  May 
1872,  by  vhich  he  certified  that  he  had  been  attended  by  the 
solicitors  of  different  parties  (amongst  ^hom  were  the  solicitors 
ot  the  Joint  Stock  Diseouni  Company)^  and  that  the  assets  had 
been  Talued  according  to  the  scheme.    Amongst  the  securities  so 
Talued  were  shares  in  the  Brecon  and  Merihyr  JTydjU  Junction 
BaUway  Company,  and  in  several  other  railway  companies.     The 
Joini  Stock  DiacowU  Company,  to  whom  Thomas  Savin  was  in- 
debted at  the  date  of  the  deed  of  inspectorship  in  the  sum  of 
£160,000  principal  and   £83  interest,  held  a   great  number  of 
shares  in  these  railway  companies  by  way  of   secnrity  for  the 
debt  due  fix>m  Thomas  Savin  to  them.    Part  of  these  shares  had 
since  been  sold  by  the  Diseouni  Company,  and  the  J)iseouni  C6m^ 
pony  now  claimed  by  summons  to  be  allowed  to  apply  the  sum 
receiTed  by  them  &om  the  sales,  and  also  the  ascertained  value  of 
the  securities  so  held  by  them,  firsts  in  satisfiEu^on  of  the  interest 
vhich  had  accrued  on  the  £160,000  since  the  date  of  the  in- 
spectorship deed,  and,  secondly,  in  part  payment  of  the  £160,083. 
The  Yice-Chancellor  Bacon  held  that  the  Discowni  Company 
might  so  apply  their  securities  (1),  and  the  inspectors  appealed. 


(1)  1872.  July  26. 
Sir  James  Bacok,  V.C.  : — 

In  tliis  case  the  role  in  bankruptcy 
moat  imqueatKmably  pfreirail,  and  the 
creditor  can  haye   no  more  than  he 
would  have  if  it  were  the  moat  fonnal 
bankruptcy.    The  creditor  ia  a  mort- 
gagee, that  ia  to  aay,  he  holds  property 
which    was   the   bankrupt's,    and    is 
now  the  creditoir's,  as  secoiity  for  his 
debt»  and  it  is  a  debt  which   carries 
interest.    If  the  inspectors  or  aaaignees 
in  bankruptcy  denre  to    take   these 
secojitiea  out  of  the  creditor's  hands 
they  can  only  do  so  upon  the  terms 
applicable  to  all  mortgageB,  that  is,  by 
paying  principal,  intereat,  and  costs. 

The  law  in  bankruptcy  does  not 
take  away  firom  the  mortgagee  any  of 
his  righta.  The  rule  as  to  interest 
stopping  at  the  date  of  the  fiat  ap- 
plies only  to  the  bankrupt's  estate  dis- 

3 


triboted  in  the  bankruptcy,  and  does 
not  affect  the  r^ts  of  a  mortgagee. 
The  terms  of  Lord  Lau^hbormigh's 
Older  (8th  of  March,  1794),  and  of  the 
oiders  of  the  Ooort  which  were  made 
in  the  cases  of  equitable  mortgages,  to 
which  Ixwd  Loughbanrngh't  ovder  did 
not  apply,  were  always  the  same. 

If  this  was  an  ordinary  mortgage 
and  the  aasigneea  desired  to  redeem  it 
for  the  benefit  of  the  bankrupt^a  estate 
they  could  only  do  so  upon  the  terms 
of  paying  principal,  interest,  and  costs 
to  the  mortgagee. 

In  bankruptcy  the  mortgagee  may 
come  to  the  Court  either  as  legal  or  as 
equitable  mortgagee,  and  have  his 
security  sold  and  tamed  into  money  • 
and  the  ofders  proyide  that  upon  the 
sale  there  shall  be  deducted  from  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  the  assignee's  coeU 
of  the  sale,  that  there  shall  be  asoer^ 
P2  1 
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Mr.  Kay^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  WesUakef  for  the  inspectors : —     ^ 

This  case  is  governed  by  the  same  rules  as  a  bankmpUsyi  and  it 
has  been  long  settled  that  interest  ceases  at  the  date  of  the  bmik- 
ruptcy,  and  that  a  secured  creditor  cannot  include  interestr  b^  the 
deficiency  for  which  he  can  prove.     Ex  parte   WardeU  (1);  Ex 


tamed  what  is  due  for  principal,  inte- 
rest, and  costs,  and  that  that  amount, 
whatever  it  is,  ehaU  he  pai^  to  the 
mortgagee,  and  if  there  is  a  deficiency, 
he  'Shdll  be  at  liberty  to  prove  tmder 
the  baitkniptcy;  for  the  defi^^encjr.  "The 
rule  p)  bankruptcy  as  tp  inter^t  haf 
been  foun4  fault  with^  but  it  is  per- 
fectly rational  and  just  A  mortgagee 
ift  finttthesaxneiAig^t  as  ^  judgment 
cf^to^i  Both  of  them  a^re  l^  law 
entitled  to  intej-est,  thoxmh  neither, of 
them  can  have  interest  ott  of  the 
U^krtipt*s  estate.  Btkt  the  law  Uercr 
1998  a^m^  4  BuxtgBge*  conld  loot  obtain 
his  interest  out  Q?  ,^u^  pledge.  H^  i^ 
entitled  to  have  his  pledge  realised,  and 
out  of  that  to  be  paid  the  principal, 
intcreftt^aikd  oostA;  laaid  if  that  is  not 
eAoi^  he  iia  e^titl^^tovpc^^^  for  the 
deficiency.  If  the  pledge  wiU  pa^  th^ 
principal,  interest, and  costs,  the  creditor 
takes  them  at  once;  but  itnot^  theti 
he  is  entitled  to  have  his  principal, 
interest,  and  costs  paid  out  of  the 
pledge,  and  to  prove  for  the  diflference. 

,  Now  it.  is  said  thi^t.  J^ap  paii^  Lvh 
hock  (9  Jur.  (N.S.)  854)  introduced  a 
different  rule.  1  Ao  not  think  it  did. 
It  «as^«  <X)mpliea[ted  ^aise;  ^There  had 
beenjseveial,  mo]|tg^ig«(i^  Mai^d  fKnue  j9f 
them  were  to  be  i^lised  o^t  pf  .the 
bankruptcy.  The  case  of  Ex  parte 
M^nsingUm  (2  litbnt:  <S^  A.  306)  was  one 
of  yery  jpeoial  oinmmrtanoca,  andaU 
though,  ther^  ^  i^  t^P  j|u4gQ^^t 
general  allusions  to  what  is  called  a 
rule  in  bankruptcy^  the  reason  for  de- 
ciding that  case  was  ihat  the  Plaii^tiff*8 
estate  had,  in  thelntejeat  of  the  estate 
and  at  the  instance  of  the  assignees, 


derived  a  benefit  from  the  postpone- 
ment of  the  sale.  That  does  not  touch 
the  principle  which,  as  T  tonk,  niust 
govern  this   and   all  «ther    case^  in 

'  bankhi^tcy :  the  mortgagee  is  Unfitted 
to  be  paid'  his  prinoip^lj  interest,  and 
costs  out  of  his  aecuiity«  and  ^cn  to 
prove  against  the  estate  for  the  defi- 
ciency, not  of  that  aggregate  amount, 
but  of  the  deficiency  in  his  capital  debt. 
lie  may  pay  hutSBlf •  tfaei-iirterdBt  as 
well  as  he  cap  out  o(,  thiB  proceeds  of 
the  pledge  when  the  account  comes  to 
be  taken,  and  all  that  reniains  must  be 
the  d^bt  Ininta  tiie  iutereM;  v^hicli 
woi\ld  have  been  oatisfied^  and.  ht  toay 
prove  for  aU  ttiat  regains  of  his  debt. 
That  I  take  to  be  the  settled  riile  in 
bankruptcy ;  and  I  do  Tiot  thiht  that 
taj  of  the  casea^tp^op^l^  oilnaid«i^ 

.  will  be  fo^oxid .  to  inf^ge  :  tjbat  pim- 
cipie.  The  terms  of  Rule  55  ^f  .19th 
October,  1S52^  under  tiiie  Act  orparlia- 
ment  which  regulates  this  particular 
case,  and  al^  the  Rule  (Geiv  R^^  78) 
made  imder  the  preseiit  law  in  bank- 
rqp^y,  all  proceed  upopjth^san^,  fat- 
ing. The  debt  and  the  inteije^  are  two 
totally  distinct  and  separate  tilings. 
When  itiB  val^  of  tbe  property 
pledged  id  aso^rtttoed  thiri  IntQUBiimay 
be.  deducted  by  the  lu^er,  of  .the 
pledge,  for  the  property  is  ht^  and  is 
applicable  to  the  payiHent  of  Uie  debt, 
thovgh  he  canncit  ^te>  it  in  fattnk- 
rupjcy..  That  be^ng^  l«3i«^W>to^ ;  V^iat 
remains  of  the  value  of  the  pledge  un- 
satisfied by  the.  application  of  tjie  pro- 
ceeds, the  company  may  prove  for  in 
the  liquidation. 
(1)  1  Cooke,  B.  L.  195. 
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parie  BamaboH<m,  (1) ;  Ea  parte  Badger  (2) ;  Bai  parte  Pen/old  (3). 
:&Efarti  Kensington  (4)  is  an  exception  which  proves  the  rale. 
The  rule  tas  been  repeated  in  the  same  words  from  the  time  of 
liord  LmtffSborough  fo  the  present  time,  and  the  same  interpre- 
tation has  always  been  put  upon  it.  he  faHe  Johnson  (5)  and 
Ev  parte  Lubboek  (6)  are  in  onr  favonr. 

Mr.  De  &e»,  Q.C,,  and  Mr.  /oobon.  for  the  DaeouaU  Company;—. 

Sx  parte  LtJibock  was  a  complicated  case,  and  as  to  this  point 
there  is  only  a  dictum.  The  order  in  Eas  parte  Badger  is  dearly 
■WTon^  and  it  is  said  that  no  such  order  can  be  foimd.  At  all 
events,  the  circumstances  of  this  case  hring  it  within  Ex  parte 
Keiiaington.  The  rule  in  bankruptcy  is  very  iniquitoua,  and  must 
not  be  extended  to  inspectorships :  EeUcck'i  Que  (7).  "Why  mar 
the  creditor  not  apply  this  money  towards  payment  of  the  interest 
which  is  due  on  his  security  F  Bat  for  the  iuterferesce  of  the 
Court  iu  this  case  we  should  have  retained  our  seonritiM^  and  we 
oonid  not  have  been  redeemed  without  receiving  principal,  interest, 
and  costs.  Under  this  scheme  we  were  obliged  to  hare  our  secu- 
rities valued,  hut  we  ought  not  thereby  to  be  deprived  of  oar  an- 
qnestionaUe  rights.  It  is  said  that  tUs  rule  has  been  eetablished 
bnt  in  none  of  the  orders  made  at  different  times,  from  the  time  of 
liord  Lougliborouyk,  has  it  ever  been  expressed. 
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Sir  W.  M.  Jambs,  LJ.:— 

I  am  of  Opinion  that  the  Vice-ChanceUor,  in  maling  this  order 
omitted  to  give  sufficient  weight  to  a  series  of  decisions  which  he 
does  not  fq>paar  to  have  noticed  in  his  jodgmeot.  What  was  said 
fay  Lord  Wettbmy  in  Eas  parte  iMibooh  appears  to  me  not  in 
any  way  open  to  the  observation  that  it  was  in  the  nature  of  an 
obiter  didum  which  fell  irom  the  Lord  Chaooellor  in  dealing  with  a 
very  complioated  state  of  circnmstanoes.  The  deoiKon  in  that  case 
is  plak)  and  distinct,  and  is  solely  and  exclusiTely  addrrased  to  the 


<1)  2  Mont.  &   A.  79; 
Ch.  198. 

(2)  4  Ves.  163. 

(3)  4  De  Q.  &  Sm.  282. 


(*)  2  Mont.  &  A.  300;  1  Deac  C 

(5)  S  D.  M.  &  0.  218. 

(6)  9  Jur.  (N.S.)  854. 

(7)  Law  Rep.  3  Ch.  769. 
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L.  33.      point  now  before  as.   It  is  true  that  bis  Lordahip's  irords  are  confined 

1872       to  an  equitable  mortgage,  irhich  vas  the  ease  before  him ;  but 

j„  re       there  appears  to  ^  no  distinction  between  a  legal  and  an  equitaUe 

^'*"'-      mortgage  in  the  case  of  a  proof  in  bankniptey  by  a  creditor— 

already  secured  by  way  of  mortgage — and  the  decisi<Mi  is,  Hut 

the  proof  is  to  be  so  dealt  with  aa  not  to  allow  him  to  prove  fbr 

interest  sabsequent  to  the  bankruptcy. 

There  ia  a  general  rale  in  bankruptcy — whether  a  right  and  a 
reasonable  rule  or  not — that  there  is  to  be  no  proof  in  bankrupted 
for  interest  subsequent  to  the  bankruptcy.  There  was  also  a  rule  in 
bankruptcy,  that  a  creditor  holding  a  mort^;age  secnrity  is  to 
make  np  his  mind  whether  he  will  rely  upon  his  security  or  gire  it 
up  and  come  in  and  prove  with  the  other  creditors.  This  rule  was 
relaxed  in  favour  of  the  creditor  by  a  rule  that  hia  eecnrity  might 
be  soW,  and  then  he  was  to  apply  the  realised  proceeds  in  payment 
of  hia  debt.  On  thia  rule  a  jndidal  deoiaion  was  made  uearlr 
eighty  years  ago,  that  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  were,  in  case  of  de- 
ficiency, to  be  applied  in  payment  of  principal  and  interest  np  to 
the  date  of  the  bankruptcy,  and  up  to  the  date  of  the  bankruptcy 
only ;  and  then  the  creditor  was  to  prove  for  the  residue  of  hia 
debt,  which,  of  course  did  not  include  any  interest  aubeequent  t« 
the  date  of  the  bankruptcy. 

That  rule  has  been  repeated  in  the  very  same  terms  by  ererv 
Writer  on  the  sobject,  and  by  every  Judge,  with  the  exceptitm 
perhaps  of  Ur.  Commissioner  Monioffu's  note  to  Eat  parte  Bam- 
bottom  (1).  It  aeems  to  have  been  considered  as  the  established  nie 
in  bankruptcy,  and  so  it  was  laid  down  by  Lord  WeaSiary  m  the 
case  already  referred  to. 

That  being  ao,  it  appears  to  me  that  we  cannot  go  into  tutr 
reasoning  whether  the  rule  is  nnjust  or  unreasonable,  or  alter  tlie 
mle,  or  say  that  the  rule  ia  only  to  be  applied  in  the  same  cases  in 
which  it  has  been  applied,  or  that  the  mle  is  not  quite  consiBtent 
with  the  existing  state  of  circumstances. 

I  believe,  however,  that  if  the  qnestion  now  arose  for  the  fiist 
time  I  should  ^^e  with  the  rale,  seeing  that  the  theory  in  bank- 
ruptcy is  to  stop  all  things  at  the  date  of  the  bankruptcy,  and  to 
divide  the  wreck  of  the  man's  property  us  it  stood  at  that  time. 
<1)  2  Mont.  &  A.  p.  83,  App.  A. 
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Bat  then  it  ia  sud  that  the  rale  in  bankraptcy  does  aot  apply  to  this  l.  jj. 
{partioolar  case,  because  tlds  is  a  liquidation  under  an  Act  of  Farlia-  isTi 
ment.  It  ia  said  that  ia  this  particolaj  case  the  creditor  did  not  come  ]j^ 
for  the  assistance  of  the  Court,  and  was  exactly  in  the  position  of  any  Savi*. 
•other  mortgage  creditor  who  chose,  according  to  the  usual  egres- 
sion, to  sit  upon  his  sacarities.  Of  course  a  man  may  sit  upon  his 
securities,  and  wait  until  he  is  redeemed  ot  foreclosed,  and  there  h^ 
remains  antil  the  assets  are  distributed  among  the  creditots.  But  in 
this  particular  case  the  very  ground  <rf  the  application  before  us  is 
tbBt  the  DiieowU  Gon^any  is  octoally  coming  here  for  the  assistance 
of  the  Court.  The  Dtseouni  Conjiany  must  be  considered  to  have 
beea  a  party  to  the  scheme,  which  does  not  seem  to  have  been 
opposed.  In  fact  it  was  said  at  the  bar  that  the  company  appeared 
■and  assented.  I  do  not  know  how  far  that  is  material,  but  it  is  clear 
that  this  scheme  never  could  have  been  adopted  by  the  Court 
unless  it  had  been  generally  approved  of  by  the  secured  creditors. 
Tiie  scheme  then  provided  that  the  creditors  should  take  the  securi- 
ties at  a  valuation ;  and  if  the  Ditcoant  Company  chose  to  do  that, 
instead  of  availing  themselves  of  their  right  to  foreclose,  they  have 
obtained  the  advantage  of  taking  the  assets  at  a  valuation,  and 
then  proving  for  the  difference. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  valaation  must  be  taken  exactly  in  the 
same  way  and  upon  the  same  principles  as  are  applied  in  ordinary 
bankruptciee — that  is  to  say,  the  creditor  must  prove  for  the 
difference  in  exactly  the  same  way  as  he  could  prove  for  the 
difference  in  bankruptcy  if  he  had  realised  his  security,  either  by 
■a  suit  in  Chancery  or  by  a  sale,  and  then  had  come  in  to  prove. 
In  that  positioo,  according  to  my  view  of  the  established  cases,  he 
■would  have  been  prevented  from  either  directly  or  indirectly 
proving  for  the  interest  accrued  subsequently  to  the  bankruptcy. 

That  being  so,  it  appears  to  me  that  it  was  the  intention,  and 
the  express  intention,  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  and  of  the  scheme^ 
that  each  creditor  should  be  dealt  with  in  exactly  the  same  way  as 
a  creditor  would  be  dealt  with  in  au  ordinary  bankruptcy  after  he 
had  come  in  for  the  purpose  of  realising  the  security,  and  that  each 
creditor  will  be  entitled  to  prove  for  the  deficiency,  but  will  not 
be  allowed  to  take  into  account  the  interest  subsequent  to  the 
bankruptcy. 


I1.JJ.  Hanng  wwed  at  that  condiuioQ,  I  Ma  af  <^moa  tl^.the 

1873       order  of  the  ViofrdbaDcellot  ooght^  to  be  diBebarged  uid  the- 
X^  f^       sutniBOBS  diamisMd> ' 

■""  Sib  G.  Hellish,  L.J.,  coocurred. 

'  Solicitors  for  tte  IHscowitCompanif:  Messrs.  Maeienzie,  trinder^ 
ACo. 
SoKcitors  for  the  Inspectors :  Messrs.  As^v/r^,  Morris,  &  Co. 


L.JJ.  J»wHOPEL.  ,  - 

.-N^  '^UnetrtifieatedSdicSor—CoiU. 

JiOyZl.  ,     ■■    \  .         : 

A  perton  who  hu  y^ea  ordered  to  paj  costs  unoot,  (w.tlw^gFCifuul  (lut- 

the  solicitor  on  the  other  side  was  uocertifiuftted,  rsToie  to  pay  th«  CMta. 
Order  of  the  Master  of  tiiejti^af^mied.  ,       ^      ■. 

In  this  case  Qwrga  SawkinB  and  others  bad  obtained  an  order  on^ 
petition  of  coarse  that  Beti^amm  Hope,  a  solicitor,  should  deliver- 
bia  bi)t  of  voatsto  bet  taxed.  Mr.JBoDdmoTedy^ofe.t^ABCaiBtffpf 
the  Bolls,  to  discbarge  this  ordv>  ^M  the  motioa  was  dismissed, 
with  costs.  The  Bespondents'  costs  of  this  motion  were  taxed, 
Mr.  Bop«  objecting,  as  to  part  of  them,,  that  the  solicitor  of  tbe 
FetHiooets  1^  no  oeitiGoate ;  bat  -his  otgeotion  was  oT«cnd«d  by 
Mr.  Drew,  the  Taxing  Master.  Mr.  Hcpe  then  took  oat  a  samnunB- 
that  the  Master  should  review  the  taxation.  It  was  admifted  that 
tbe  solicitor  had  not  taken  out  his  certificate  in  time. 
.  Tbe  Master  of  tbe  BoUa  made  no  order  od  the  nuaisons  WKSpt 
that  Mr,  Hope  shonid  pay  tbe  costs  thereof.  - 

Mr.  Hope  appealed. 

Mr.  Sope,  in  person  id  support  of  the  appeal,  said  that  under 
6&7  VicL  c.  73,  B.  26, an  oncertificated  attorney  could  not  recover 
any  costs:  In  re  Jones  (1).  There  was  no  proof  tiiat  tlie  client 
had  paid  the  costs  to  the  solicitor.  .  ^  •' 

i/ix^Jkmi^,  Bat  the  Petitioners. 

(1)  Lawltep.  9Kq.B3. 
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VmoiSi  Lordships  thought  that  tiie  case  was  gcnnsnied  by  the        !■.  Jj. 
<iecision  in  In  re  Jm^ea  (1);  and  both  the  Tamg  Master  axid  the 
faster  of  the  Kolls  had  been  of  opinion  that  the .  oosta  must  be 
P^d.     The  Act  said  that  no  person  who  as  an  attorney  or  solicitor 
should  carry  on   any  action  or  suit  without  having  previously  * 
obtaizi^.  a  stasaped  certificate,  should  be  capable  of  maintaining 
^^y  action  for  the  recovery  of  any  fee,  reward,  or  disbursemjOi^t ; 
but    tbera  was  nothing  to  prevewt  the   clie^vt  from  paying  the 
attorney,  and  the  want  of  a  certificate  could  not  create  any  im- 
propriety on  the  part  of  the  ^ient  in  doing  so.     No  doubt  he 
niigbt  liave  refused  to  pay  the  costs  incurred,  but  he  was  bound  in 
lionour  to  pay  them,  and  if  he  had  dotoe  -so,  and  there  was  nothing 
to  shew  tliat  he  had  not,  he  had  a  right  to  recover  them  from  the 
IP^TBou  -who  had  been  ordered  to  pay.     The  appeal  must  be  dis- 
^ieaed  with  costs. 

Solicitors :  Mr.  B.  Hope  ;  Mr,  T.  H.  ^irangways. 
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ATTOBNET-QENERAL  i;.  GREAT  WESTERN  RAILWAY         l.  jj.  \ 

COMPANY.  ig^g'  ! 

[1872     A.    70.]  \  ...*,,     JtrfySl. 

J^ciHw^  Oot/k^nyi-^Somrd  ^  Trad^^Sbtke  <^  Opening  RaUufOy^^if  6'  ftt«.  | 

.    .  _    .     ,  c.  «6,*,4.  ..  .,.-  ....;..'■  ; 

.  XJnder  the  powers  of  certain  Act«  pf  Parliament  juiictiona  u-^EMrd.mtule  \^  \ 

tween  the  main  line  o^  a  railway  company  and  two  branch  lines  of  railway  on 
opposite  sides-of  the  tnain  line ;  so  that  trains  coming  ftom  one  o^  thehianch 
:     Hmm  ranSor  jone-diBta&oe along  tha  nitta  line  and  then  passid^dki  to tl^e 
other  branch  line.    Some  ye^a  aft^irards  the  ooqipai^y.  laid  down  a'SftienPiC 
railway  parallel  to  their  main  line  for  about  a  mile,  and  substituted  for  one  S , 

of  the  original  junctions  a  new  junction,  nearly  opposite. to  the  other 0rigi|ial  [I 

j auction,  ao  as  to  form  between  the  two  branch  lines  a  level  crossing  over 
the  main  lxtx% .  The  company  also  made  two  new.stations  on  thia  new  line  h-  . 

^eld  (affirming  the  decision  of  fVickenSf  V.C.),  that  the  new  hne  was  a  jii 

milway  or  portion  of  niiFway  which,  under  5  *  6  Vict,  a  55,  s.  4,  conid  not  j.p 

B.J.  .♦       «• .  A, 

Y  the  Sctmmersmiih  and  City  BaUway  Act,  1861,  »  company  'lii 

was  incorporated  with  power  to  coartract^  among  oti:^^'^  ihiAg^.a  p 

(1)  Law  Hep.  9  Eq.  $a 
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L.  JJ.      railway  oommeaoiog  by  a  jaactioii  with  the  Qreat  Weriem  Sail- 

1ST2       UNty  (which  was  then  OBd  had  for  many  yean  beea  constmcted) 

ATTORHn'   °^"  Oreai  Lane  Bridge,  a  point  distant  about  rather  moTa  tbao  a 

Uwrau.     Q^e  &om  the  Faddmffion  Siation  of  the  Oraat  W«sl«n  BaSmy, 

'^"*J      and  the  point  of  janotioQ  was  shewn  en  the  plans. 

Bailwat  Co.      The  railway  was  accordingly  coiwtracted  with  the  junction  near 

Ore&n  Lane  Bridge,'  and  notice  of  the  company's  intentiui  to  open 

the  line  for  public  ts-affio  was  duly  given  to  the  Boaid  of  TraiJe, 

pursuant  to  5  &  6  Yict.  c  55,  a.  4.     The  opening  of  tim  line  ma, 

after  inspection,  duly  sanctioned  on  the  lOUi  of  Jane,  188^  iid<I 

the  working  thereof  was  commenced  shortly  afterwards. 

By  the  Metropoliian  Railway  Act,  185^,  power  was  given  to  the 
M^ofditan  Bailaay  Compantf  to  construct  (amongst  other  rail- 
ways) a  branch  line,  which  was  to  commence  at  a  point  in  Praid 
Sireet  and  to  terminate  by  a  junction  with  the  line  of  tiie  Ortai 
Western  SaHioay  in  or  near  their  new  station  at  Faddtnjfion,  vliich 
was  then  in  course  of  construction ;  but  the  point  of  junotiou  vte 
not  shewn  on  the  plans.  In  the  year  1862  the  MetropoUltm  Bail' 
VKU/  Company  had  completed  the  construction  of  thai  branch  line, 
with  a  station  at  its  western  extremity,  known  as  Bithop'i  Bead 
Station,  oloee  to  the  Paddingion  Station. 

The  Metropolitan  BaHway  Company  gave  due  notice  of  tbeir  in- 
tention to  open  this  branch  line  for  public  traCSc,  and  the  Board  of 
Trade  after  inspection  sanctioned  the  opening,  which  took  place  in 
January,  1883.  About  this  time  the  junction  between  the  Jfe/ro- 
politan  BaUway  and  the  Great  Western  BaUtcay,  beyond  Bishop's 
Boad  Siatimi  and  near  Westboame  Bridge,  had  been,  constnicl^l- 
There  was  a  dispute  whether  this  was  done  befwe  or  after  the 
inspection ;  and  no  formal  sanction  to  the  junction  appeared  to 
have  been  given. 

By  means  of  these  junctions  the  trains  of  the  M^roptHiian  Sail- 
way  came  on  the  line  of  the  Great  Western  Baihcay  near  Wei^xw^ 
Bridge,  and  running  for  some  distance  along  the  line  of  the  Qreai 
Western  Bailvny,  ran  on  to  the  line  of  the  Hammeramith  BaUwn 
near  Oreen  Lane  Bridge. 

Some  time  prior  to  October,  1871,  the  Great  Western  Ba3ieay 
Company  constructed  a  double  line  of  railway  over  their  ovn 
land,  running  parallel  to  the  main  line  of  the  Qreat  WaUem  BaH- 


VOL.  vn.] 


OHAKOEBT  APPBAI£. 


769 


^^y,  in  ocmtinnatioQ  of  the  line  of  the  HcmmennUih  RaUvoay^  ftom 

near  Ghrem  Lane  Bridge  to  a  point  near  We$fb(Mme  Bridge^  and 

formed  a  new  junction  there  (in  substitution  for  the  old  Qrem 

-^<wt^  junction,  which  they  removed),  nearly  oppoate  to  the  junction 

^ith  the  Metropditcm  Railway,  so  that  the  padr  of  junctions  con- 

sWtntod  a  lerel  crossing  over  the  main  line  of  the  Oreat  Weriem 

^^ocHway^  by  means  of  which  the  trafiBc  ftom  the  Bwnvfnenmilk  to 

the   JkfetiropoUian  Line  was  worked  by  the  'Metriifolitan  BaiUwayy 

^"^th  ttie  permission  of  the  Great  Western  Company, 

The  Chreai  Western  Bailtmy  Oompa/ny  also  made  two  new  stations 
o^  this  new  line  of  railway,  called  WesO^oume  Park  Station  an! 
^oy at  Ocik  &a*im. 

The  new  line  of  railway,  and  the  now  stations,  and  the  new 

jVMictions  were  never  submitted  for  inspection,  and  no  notiee  in 

^^^«pect  thereof  was  ever  given  to  the  Board  of  Trade  in  pursuance 

oi  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  55  (1),  and  the  use  of  them  was  never  sanctioned 

"by  the  Board  of  Trade. 

The  Board  of  Trade,  after  some  correspondence  with  the  Oreat 
Western  Baihoay  Company,  proceeding  under  7  <&  8  Vict  c.  86, 
^.  17,  on  the  17th  of  May,  1872,  certified  to  the  Attorney^  eneral 
that  the  provisions  of  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  55,  had  not  been  complied 
with  on  the  part  of  the  Oreat  Western  Bailway  Company,  inasmuch 
as  they  had  continued  within  a  year,  and  were  still  contirjuing,  to 


». 


Co. 


CI)  By  5  &  6  Vict  a  55,  s,  4,  it  was 
enacted,  that  no  railway  or  portion  of  any 
railway  shall  be  opened  for  public  con- 
veyance of  passengers  until  one  calendar 
znonth  after  notioe  in  writing  of  the  in- 
tention of  opening  the  same  shall  have 
"been  given  by  the  company  to  whom 
such  railway  ahall  belong  to  the  Lords 
of  the  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council 
appointed  for  Trade,  and  until  ten  days 
After  notice  in  writing  shall  have  been 
g^ivezi  by  the  company  to  the  Lords  of 
the  Oommittee  of  the  time  when  the 
said   railway,    or  portion    of  railway, 
'Will  be,  in    tbeir  opinion,  suflBciently 
'Completed  for  the  safe  conveyance  of 
pasBengers  and  ready  for  inspection. 


By  B.  6,  it  was  enacted  that,  if  the 
officer  appointed  to  inspect  any  such 
railway  or  portion  of  railway  should,  after 
inspection  thereof,  report  in  writing  that 
in  his  opinion  the  opening  of  the  same 
would  be  attended  with  danger  to  the 
public  using  the  same,  by  reason  of  the 
incompleteness  of  the  works  or  per- 
manent way,  or  the  insufficiency  of  the 
establishment  for  working  such  rail- 
way, together  with  the  grounds  of  such 
opinion,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the 
Lords  of  the  Committee  to  order  and 
direct  the  company  to  postpone  such 
opening  for  any  period  not  exceeding 
one  calendar  month. 


.li 


770 


CHANCBStT  APKEALS. 


tt-B. 


Gekhal' 

GBElt 
WnTERK 

Bailwit  Co. 


L.JJ.  use  the  new  portion  of  railway  for  the  pnbKc  conveyance  of 
iST^  passengera  witbont  any  notice  «f  their  inteatiDn.ot  <q>ening;  itfie 
A'noTMET*  same  being  given  to  the  Soatid  of  Trade ;  aod  that  it  vosld  be 
for  the  public  advantage  that  the  company  ahonld  be  rasttained 
fifom  using  the  said  portion  of  railway. 

On  the  12th  of  July,  1872,  un  iulormutioD  was  filed  by  thi? 
Attomey-Geneial  against  the  Great  Weatern  Railway  Company 
and' the  secretary  thereof,  stating  that  the  traffic  where  the  rail- 
ways crossed  was  a  source  of  continual  danger,  and  that  that 
danger  had  been  increased  by  the  iilteration  of  the  mode  of 
crossing;  and  praying  a  declaiatioo  that,  by  using  the  new  portion 
ol  railway  without  notice  to  the  Board  of  Trade,  the  company  had 
not  complied  with  the  provisions  of  5  &  6  Vict,  c,  55 ;  and  praying 
an  injanction  against  the  use  of  the  new  piece  of  railway. 

Evidence  was  given  in  enjiport  of  the  information  tliat  the 
crossing  was  dangerous,  and  that  two  accidents  had  already  hap- 
pened there.  The  Defendants  jiroduced  evidence  that  the  preaent 
crossing  was  mach  safer  than  tint  former  cros8in<;;  that  the  acci- 
dents were  not  attributable  to  the  crowing ;  that  they  had  spent 
a  very  large  sum  of  money  in  making  the  alterations;  and.  that 
alterations  in  sidings  and  stations  had  continually  been  made 
without  giving  notice  to  the  Board  of  Trade. 

AnotJoQ  was  made  on  behalf  of  the  informant  for  an  iniunc- 
tion,  which  was  granted  by  (he  Vice-Chancellor  Wieieiia  (1), 


(1)  1B72.  July  26. 
SiK  John  Wiceekb,  T.C.  ; — 

Nearly  all  the  &rgonMntB  in  oppo- 
sitioa  to  tbia  motion  an  covered  bj 
th«  CMS  ol  JUom^-Otneral  v.  Oxford, 
Weivtilgr,  mid'  WotemioHtfiOa  kail' 
way  Companj/  (2  W.  B.  332).  Thht 
wM  the  first  decision  on  the  siilgeot, 
but  it  has  slwkjB  bem  oonsidered  as 
layJDg  detni  the  law  eorreetly. 

It  ia .  Mid,  hovever,  tfaat  the  tid- 
Bauctioned  alleratiOD  is  an  improvfr- 
ment,  and  tend*  to  the  greater  safety 
and  advanti^  of  the  pnblic ;  but,  in 
my  opinion,  that  is  a  matter  with 
which  we  bare  nothing  to  do.    Then 


it  is  urgei  t\i9it  the  Hailwaya BegulaikM 
.Iff,  IBTl  (34  &  33  VicL  c  78,  a.  5), 
ivhicli  purported  to  extend  the  pro- 
visious  of  (he  Act  5  &  6  VicL  c.  33, 
i'.  -t,  tTiMSt  be  taken  as  sbewjng  tbat. 
till'  wurka  now  in  queaiion,  whicli  are 
certainly  among  tboM  mentioned  in  the 
latter  Act,  are  not  wltbin  tbe  tenner 
Act.  This  argument,  ha?iiig  regard  to 
t)ie  cose  I  have  ulrcodj  tneutioned,  is 
cDtitled  to  no  attention  ;  and  I  have  no 
doubt  whatever  that  thi-ae  works  are 
within  the  former  Act.  Then  it  is 
further  said,  that  the  Board  of  Trade, 
by  omitting  to  object  to  the  altentions 
of  the  junction  and  construction  of  the 
lines   since    1SG4    have   waived    tbeir 
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The  company  appealed. 

Sir  /.  Karstaks,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Dickinson,  Q.C.  (Mr.  Speed  and  Mr. 
S.  A.  Gifard  witb  them),  for  the  company :—  ^^^^' 

It  is  the  avowed  intention  of  tlie  Board  of  Trade  to  compel  ns       gbjUx 
to  mate  a  bridge  or  tunnel,  although  Parliament  haa  expreedy  E^IJ^fco. 

anthonzed  the  lines  to  cross  at  a  level,  and  has  taken ,  away  the         

authority  of  the  Board  of  Trade  on  that  subject  However  daq- 
^gerons  the  inspector  may  consider  a  level  citwsing  to  be,  he  cannot 
stop  it  if  it  is  authorized  by  Parliament  and  is  properly  ooustmcted. 
We  have  merely  altered  the  position  of  the  junction.  We  had  a 
right  to  cross  at  a  level,  and  we  have  merely  altered  the  mode,  of 
doiiig  it;  thereby,  in  fact,  making  the  crossing  much  \m  dan- 
gerous. The  company  have  merely  put  upon  their  owp  hind  addi- 
tional lines  of  railway  for  their  own  convenience,  and  it  is  impossible 
toii&j  that  in  all  such  alterations  the  Board  of  Trade  is  to  be  coa- 
eidled.  The  Board  of  Trade  does  not  pretend  to  say  that  the 
Worfes  Are  incomplete  or  inauEGcient.  In  the  case  of  Atiomey- 
Oenercll  v.  Oxford,  Worcester,  and  Wdlv^-hamftoa  BaUvxny  Coju- 
pdny  (1),  on'  which  the  Vice-ChanceHor  relied,  the  inspector  had 
reported  one  of  the  lines  incomplete  and  unsafe.  Moreover,  it  is 
iniimmible  for  us  to  make  either  a  tunnel  or.  a  bridge  wjithout 
farther  powers  from  Parliament.  The  inconvenience  of  qtojgting 
the'iwiffic'  by  injunction  will  be  enormous. 


right  to  interfere.  But  the  Board  of 
Trade  ia  a  public  body  appointed  to 
protect  tlie  public,  and  it  is  difficult  lo 
.i»e«  how  their  abttentioa  from  actioa 
in  a  particular  case  can  be  held  to  be  a 
■waiver  of  the  right  to  interfere  in  a 
.  aiibBe)]aent  and  different  case.  Lastly, 
it  Is  «ald  that  the  Attomey-GeneraJ 
«Dgbt  to  havB  moved  more  promptly, 
-and  they  onght  not  now  to  fee  allowed  to 
have  an  ioterTocntory  injuncUon.  This 
•objection  fails  on  the  facts,  even  if  the 
Attorney-General,  moving  tx  offiiMi 
were  subject  to  the  same  considenilion 
:B«  re^rd*  promptitude  which  a£kct«  an 
indiTldnal  seeking  to  enforce  his  pei^ 
aonal  righta.    The  Court  ia  always  un- 


willing to  dedde  on  a  motieo  for  vn 
injunction  the  question  to  be  decided 
on  the  hearing ;  but  where,  a^  In  this 
case,  the  mateniJs  are  not  sosaefAifale 
of  variaU<Ht  or  addition,  and  when  the 
final  and  oonpetutt  autfaoritia  deolaro 
that  the  oontiunuioe  of  the  thing  ootn. 
plained  of  puts  the  pnldic  in  paril,  I  mm 
botind,  as  1  entertain  no  doubt  aa  to 
the  right,  to  gnnt  tba  Injiuiation  at 
once.  To  gi»«  the  oompany  time  to 
Tii»ke  the  BMMaary  uTangemants,  the 
iDJmutiDn  is  sot  to  ootoa  into  opnstloD 
befon  the  1st  of  October  next,  tboogb, 
perhMpe,  I  aiaj  ba  doing  wrong  in 
graotiDg  so  long  a  delay, 
CD  2  W.  tt  88a 
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The  Solieitar-Oeneral  (Sir  O,  Jemt)y  and  Mr.  Eemming,  in  sap- 
port  of  the  information,  were  not  called  upon. 


Attobniy- 
Gehxsal 

Gbeat 
Webtebn 


Sib  W.  M.  James,  L.  J. : — 

It  appears  to  me  that  we  cannot  alter  the  order  made  by  the 
Railway  Co.  Vice-Ohancellor,  for  this  reason :  The  Act  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  55,  s.  4,. 
says  that  a  company  must  not  open  a  line  of  railway,  or  a  por- 
tion of  a  line  of  railway,  without  giving  the  proper  notice  to  the 
Board  of  Trade,  so  that  it  may  be  duly  inspected.  That  is  what 
the  Act  of  Parliament  has  said,  and  the  Board  of  Trade  say  that 
they  are  bound  to  exercise  their  powers  for  the  protection  of  the 
public.  The  only  question  upon  that  point  is,  whether  this  is  a 
railway,  or  a  portion  of  a  railway,  which  has  been  opened  without 
such  notice.  I  must  confess  that  I  cannot  bring  my  mind  to  doubt 
that  this  really  is  a  portion  of  a  railway— that  is  to  say,  it  is  a  line 
of  railway  between  half  a  mile  and  a  mile  long,  over  which  pas- 
senger  trains  are  to  run,  and  as  to  which  it  is  as  essential  for  the 
Board  of  Trade  to  see,  for  the  protection  of  the  public,  that  the 
works  are  complete  and  safe  as  it  would  be  for  them  to  inquire 
into  anything  else.  It  is  not  because  it  happens  to  be  upon  the 
land  of  the  Chrecd  Western  Railway  Company,  and  parallel  witli 
some  other  line  of  the  company,  that  it  may  not  be  the  source  of 
great  danger. 

Then  as  to  the  time.    The  company  will  have  plenty  of  time 
between  this  and  the  1st  of  October  to  give  the  notice,  and  there 
will  be  a  month  further  after  the  notice.     Then,  of  course,  it  will 
be  for  the  ofiScer  appointed  by  the  Board  of  Trade  to  inspect  the 
railway,  and  it  will  be  for  him  upon  his  responsibility  to  report; 
and,  of  course,  the  Court  must  suppose  that  he  will  report  honestly, 
truly,  and  fairly,  whether  in  his  opinion  the  opening  will  be  attended 
with  danger  to  the  public  using  the  same,  by  reason  of  the  incom- 
pleteness of  the  works  or  permanent  way,  or  the  insufficiency  of 
the  establishment  for  working  the  railway.  He  will  have  to  report 
that,  and  the  ground  of  his  opinion,  to  the  Board  of  Trade,  and  if 
he  does  not,  within  the  proper  time,  make  such  a  report,  or  if  his 
report  is  one  which  the  railway  company  think  they  can  bring 
under  the  notice  of  the  Court,  shewing  that  there  is  no  danger,  then 
there  will  be  liberty  for  them  to  apply  to  dissolve  the  injunction. 


Totirai 
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I  thi»k  they  ought  to  We  Uberty  to  »pply  «»  *•  V«»itio» 
Judge  in  cae  ot  no  report  being  n»d..  or  after  ^y  'T^lT^ 
by  Z  proper  officer  appointod  by  tbe  3<mi  of  T"de  In  tbe 
nieantime,  U.e  injonotion  mnBt  rtand,  merely  g"Mg  *•">  "Jf  '"»« 
they  have  »ider  the  order  of  the  Viee-Chaneellor  n>  wtach  to 
give  the  notice  to  the  Board  of  Trade. 

Sm  G.  Mellish,  LJ.,  concorred. 

Solicitors  for  the  Informant :  Mesere.  Baven  &  Bradley. 

Solicitor,  for  the  Defendants :  M««r9.  Ymng,  MafU,,  &  Co. 


L.  J  J. 
1872 


Wbtskm 
Bah. WAT  Co. 


JONES  v.  FROST. 

[1867    J.    186.] 

In  re  TIDDET  (a  SoucrroB). 

.  „co»t.i  »ii  ™a.*rf  by  k.»  ■»r'."^jS  Sa  ipon  a."  «■.. 

no,  th..  th.  poport,  b«  b«  |rid  b*.  ■■■•  Wj-™  J,,  ,„  .  d«d  dolj 
&„«,,  .  immed  woim  .!  bound  by  "»f'»'  "'  „  «  i,,  ,™  a 

„«»t=d  md  Kkoowlrfgrf  by  b.,,  in  Ibe  ~»  "«""  " 

Order  of  the  Mwrter  of  the  Bolto  affirmed. 

Tj       f  *T»ft  Master  of  the  Rolla. 
HIS  ™  ^  ^  itam  .n  »-^"  f^°X.1?.h  ot  December, 
JFiHto  K«fc»<™,  by  b:8  will,  d.t«l  «  ._^  j|_^  ^f 

1822,  de™«i  a  freehold  Bei.u.ge  and  F^  ^^^  ^  ^  ^^_ 
£oi«Jo»  to  triBtees  upon  trust  to  P"?  ,  „  j  ^^  her  life, 
Mart^a  Blackn,a.  (afterward.  J»''«»,.^^tme  to  to  daughter, 
»nd  .fler  her  death  upon  truet  to  P«y  "■       ^^  „  n»,  and 

J3Z9„  ITo/i.  Ho«lmo»,  during  her  life  ■»  ^^  ^^  ^J  d,„ghter'as 
,^r  her  death  in  truet  tor  all  U.e  ctoldre  ^^  ^^  ^^^^ 

tenants  iu  common  m  dse ;  and  m  deI»o" 
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L.  31.      that  the  hereditamenta  shoiild  be  held  in  trust  for  his  sod,  WUliam 
1S72        BlaeJanan  the  younger,  in  fee.     The  teetatw  died  in  Korember, 
jSi       1828. 
^  Ellen  WoHb  BlOfehman  married  Q.  Bra^>itry,  but  had  no  chUdren. 

W.  Blaekman  the  younger  had  one  child  only,  namely,  Jane 

FmDxi  Nottutffham  Jones,  the  wife  of  Thomat  Joiua. 
LBouaT03).  Qjj  jjjg  27th  of  November,  1864,  while  Martha  Wri^Ta,  EBm 
Wattt  Bradbury,  and  W.  Bladcmatt  the  youngfir,  were  still  alrre, 
Mr.  and  Mre.  Jones  executed  a  deed,  which  recited  erroneoiuly 
that  W.  Bhekman  Uie  younger  yraa  dead,  aad  thereby,  in  conaide- 
xstion  of  £25,  they  oonveyed  to  the  Defendant  W.  Frotl  "  all  the 
estate  and  inteteet  of  the  said  Jana  Nottingham  Jonn  vanA.  of  the 
said  T.  Jottet  in  her  right  in  all  the  property  to  which,  under  the 
trusts  of  the  will  of  W.  Biadenifin  the  elder,  the  said  Jane  Nottin^ 
ham  JoneB,  aa  the  only  cJiild  of  the  said  W.  Blaokman  the  younger, 
deceased,  was  os  would  become  entitled  in  poesession  or  in  re- 
mainder expectant  or  contingent  apon  the  death  of  the  said  Martha 
Wright,  and  upon  the  deadi  of  the  said  Ellm  Waits  Bradbvry 
without  issue." 
This  indenture  waa  duly  acknowledged  by  Mra.  Jone$. 
W.  Bhehmn  the  younger  died  on  the  12th  of  Uarch,  1867, 
intestate. 

On  the  3lBt  of  December,  1867,  Mr.  and  Sirs.  Jones  filed  this 
bill  in  the  Bolls  Court  against  Frod  for  the  purpose  of  setting  aside 
the  sale  of  Mia.  Jotue'  expeotant  intereet  Mr.  H,  W.  Bi3l  was  the 
solioiter  employed  by  tiie  Fkintilb  in  filing  the  bilL  On  the 
12th  of  Juue^  186^  Mr.  Fiddey  was  substituted  for  Mr.  BvS  as 
solicitor  for  the  Flaintifis ;  bat  on  the  15th  of  Aognst,  1868,  Mr. 
BvU  was  restored  as  solicitor  in  Mr.  Fiddey'e  place.  On  the  20th 
of  December,  1868,  JVosf  put  in  his  answer,  in  which  he  sub- 
mitted ici  reconvey  to  the  Flaintifis  their  interest  in  the  property 
on  being  repaid  the  suita  of  £25. 

On  the  26th  of  February,  1869,  Mr.  BuU  was  again  removed 
and  Mr.  Fiddey  was  reinstated  an  solicitor  for  the  Plaintifia.  On 
Ae  16th  of  August,  1869,  Mr.  and  3Irs.  Jones  conveyed  their  rever- 
MObsiry  interest  for  its  ftill  value  to  S.  C.  Martin,  who  again  sold 
it  to  J.  L.  flinftrisA. 
On  the  27th  ctf  October,  1869,  Messrs.  WWtinton  &  BoicleU, 
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^•«  solicatoiB,  were  stibstitiited  far  Mr.  Fiddey  as  gollcitors       T^  ^^' 
for  th^  BcLintiSb  in  the  suit  J^ 

In  June,  1870,  the  bill  in  Jones  v.  Frost  was  dismissed  by  ccfrt-       joms 
s^jxt  <if  all  parties,  and  the  property  reconveyed  by  FroaL  yEoifr* 

In  Novenxhex^  1870,  the  suit  of  Brinrich  v.  SuUon  was  eom-        ^^ 
menced  by  EeinHeh  agaiiist  some  other  persons  claimiiig  interest      £?J2So»> 
in  the  property. 

3Cr.  Fidden  had  his  bill  of  costs  in  Jones  v.  JVvfli  taxed  at  £120, 

and ,  tQQ]^  ^^^  ^  sumxnoDB  in  the  Chamber'  of  the  Master  <rf  the 

;£^Xl3y  asking  for  a  charge  for  his  costs  upon  the  property  recovered 

in  that  suit,  wder  the  28th  section  of  the  iSWfoiter*  Ad,  1860  (28  & 

24:  Vict.  c.  127).    The  Chief  Clerk  rrfused  the  application  on  the 

crrouxid,  as  was  stated,  that  the  summons  was  not  intituled  "  In  re 

Fiddey  ifl,  SWtcifarV  and  that  the  suit  of  Jones  r.  Frod  no  longer 

existed  ;  and  the  summons  was  never  adjourned  into  Court 

31;^,  Fiddey  then,  took  out  a  similar  summons  before  Vice-Chan- 

<»eUar  JMoKna  in  the  suit  oiEeiairioh  y.  Sutton,  who  made  the  order 

asked  for ;  biit  his  decision  was  reveised  by  the  Lords  Justices  on 

the  ground  that  the  application  ought  to  have  been  made  in  the 

branch  of  the  Court  to  which  the  suit  ai  Jones  v,  Ftod  had  been 

atteohed  (1)* 

Mr.  Fiddey  then  presented  this  Petition  to  the  Master  of  the 
SoUfi^  which  was  served  upon  Mr.  and  Mra  Jofttes  and  upon  BhinHch^ 
3tating:  the.  cvcnmstance%  and  prayii!^  for  a  declaration  that  tke 
Petitioner  ?ras-  entitled  to  -a  charge  upon  the  reversionary  estate  iX 
the  PJainti0%  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Jbii«J,for  the  amount  of  his  taxed  costs 
with  interest  The  Master  of  the  Bolls  made  the  order  prayed  for, 
and  ftoja  this  deeision  Edwnch  appealed 

« 

Mr.  I>e  Oex,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bamadge,  for  the  Appellant  :— 
The  order  is  erronepus  for  several  reasoua  In  the  first  pla^ie, 
the  28th  section  of  the  adlicitors  Adr  i860  (23  &  24  Yict*  o.  127). 
under  which  this  application  is  made,  gives  power  to  make  the 
ordier  ''  to  the  Court  or  Judge  before  whom  any  such  suit,  matter* 
or  proceeding  has  been  heard  or  shall  he  depending."  The  suit  of 
Jones  V.  Frost  never  was  heard  and  is  not  now  depending,  for  it  has 
been  dteniissed ;  therefore  the  Court  has  no  jurisdiction. 

(1)  See  Heinrieh  v.  Sidton,  Law  Kop.  6  Ch.  865. 
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L.  JJ.  In  the  secoutl  place,  nothing  at  all  was  recovered  or  preserred 

1872  hj  means  of  that  soit.  For  at  the  time  wiien  the  deed  was  exe- 
cnted  Mrs.  Joinee  had  no  interest  but  a  mere  possibility,  which  she 
could  not  convey.  If  she  had  been  a  feme  dole  she  might  have 
been  bound  by  ^vay  c^  estoppel  by  the  statement  in  the  deed  that  her 
father  was  dead,  but  there  is  no  authority  for  holding  a  married 
(A  licttob;.  ^j^jjj^Q  bound  by  estoppel  in  such  a  case.  She  did  not  even  pro- 
fess to  convey  the  estate,  but  only  her  '*  interest "  in  it,  M'hidh  was 
nothing.  The  suit  and  subsequent  reconveyance  were  therefore 
entirely  useless. 

[The  LoKD  Justice  James  referred  to  Crofis  v.  Middlekm  (1).] 

Again,  Mr.  Fiddey  was  not  the  solicitor  at  the  time  wlien  the 
bill  was  filed,  nor  when  the  suit  was  dismissed.  He  cannot  be  said 
to  have  recovered  or  preserved  anything. 

Mr.  Sovihgaiey  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  CeeU  Daley  for  the  Petitioner,  were 
not  called  on. 


Mr.  Pace,  for  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Joiies. 


Sir  W.  M.  James,  L.J. : — 

In  this  case  several  points  have  been  raised  and  argued  which 
have  no  real  bearing  on  the  question  at  issue.  A  solicitor  asks  for 
a  declaration  that  he  has  a  charge  on  some  property  recovered  in 
a  suit  in  which  he  was  employed,  and  the  Bespondent  says  that 
he  recovered  nothing  whatever,  because  the  suit  was  practically 
useless.  The  solicitor  was  employed  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Jones  for 
the  purpose  of  getting  rid  of  a  deed  which  Mrs.  Jones  had  executed^ 
and  by  which  she  was  bound  as  fully  and  effectually  as  if  she  had 
been  a  feme  sole.  By  the  deed  she  purported  to  convey  all  her 
interest  in  the  property,  and  it  contained  a  statement  that  her 
father  was  dead.  It  is  not  necessary  now  to  decide  what  is  the 
effect  of  a  married  woman  making  a  statement  of  that  nature  in  a 
deed,  but  I  apprehend  that  when  the  point  comes  to  be  decided  it 
will  be  held  that  it  has  exactly  the  same  effect  as  if  she  were  a 
feme  sole.  However,  the  suit  was  carried  on,  and,  as  it  seems  to 
me,  for  the  benefit  of  Heinrieh,  who  was  the  purchaser ;  and  then^ 

(1)  8  1\  M.  &  G.  192L 
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by  a  compromise,  the  bill  vas  disouBsed  and  a  leconveyaDce  made  L.  33. 
-which  HOB  really  for  the  benefit  of  the  pnrohater.  Under  these  I87£ 
circuoistancea,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  property  was  property  jobL 
Tftcsovered  by  the  instrnmentslity  of  the  aolicitor.     It  hbb  freed       „  "• 

from  that  charge,  incnmbrance,  or  clond  which  affeoted  it,  by  the        

Buit ;  and  therefore  the  Holicitor  is  entitled  to  the  charge  he  asks  Fiddet 
for.  I  can  Bee  no  difference  between  the  position  of  the  Plaintiffis  **  ^"°'™^^ 
and  the  pnichaser.  He  knew  that  there  was  a  pending:  suit,  and 
that  costs  mast  have  been  incurred  in  it,  and  he  oug'ht  to  have 
inquired  whether  the  solicitor  had  been  paid ;  at  all  events,  the 
purchaBer  ought  not  to  stand  in  the  way  of  the  solicitor'a  tight  to 
a  charge, 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  order  was  right ;  and  the 
appeal  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Sib  G.  Hellish,  L.J.,  concorred. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Witkinaon  &  SauHett ;  Mr.  Fiddeif. 


BEATTIE  V.  LOBD  EBUKY.  i-JJ- 

lt<73 
[1868    B.    25T.]  -— 

Uisrejii-csi-ntalivii  nf  Fact  or  Law— -Liability  to  mal.e  giod  Eipycseiitattm—  1\.2S. 

Direaten — Perianal  Liability- 

TLree  directors  of  &  railvray  company  ojiened,  on  beh«lf  of  Uie  comjiaDj', 
an  account  wUh  a  bank,  and  sent  a  letter  signed  by  the  three  as  directors 
reqnating  the  banli  to  honour  cheqoee  aigcied  by  two  of  the  director*  and 
oounteraigned  by  the  aecKtary.  The  accountbaTiog  beea  laigely  overdrawn 
■by  means  of  such  cheques,  the  bank  sued  the  company  at  law,  recovered 
judgment  in  18G5,  and  issued  an  elegit.  The  proceeds  being  iQBufBcient  fu 
Batisfy  the  debt,  the  bank  filed  a  bOl  to  make  the  directore  Iieraonally 
liable  j— 

mid  (reverting  the  deciwon  of  Bacon,  T.C.),  that  tho  letter  did  not  make 
tbe  directora  personally  responsible  for  the  debt,  for  that,  assuming  the  lelUr 
to  contain  a  represenUlion  that  tbe  directors  had  power  to  overdraw  tbe 
account,  and  inch  representation  to  be  erroneous,  this  was  not  a  miwepresenta- 
tion  of  fact  whick  the  pecsons  making  it  were  bound  to  make  good,  but  only 
a  roiataken  representation  of  tbe  law ;  ai»d,  moreover,  that  even  if  it  had  been 
such  a  false  representation  aa  tbe  directors  were  bound  to  make  good,  the 
bank  \roiild  have  had  no  claim  aB^'n*'  '''™'  ^''**  ''  ^"^  **="  "t'le  to 
ZQZ  1 


CHAKCERT  APPEAIfi. 


[L.B. 


•■nforce  the  same  remedies  agahist  Ihs  company  as  if  the  Tepitaenktion  hti 
been  tme. 

SemhU,  list,  the  letter  ^d  jiol  iavolve  any.  reprcMntatiun  that  the  directors 
bad  any  other  power  than  Iheorilinary  lowera  of  directors. 

In  18G4  a  negotiatiim  tool;  placi;  letween  the  company  and  the  bank  as  to 
the  company  giTing  Bccurity  f ur  the  overdrw*n  •nootiDt,  Mid  in'Uteember, 
1864,  tha  b»ak  manager r  wntie  to  Uie  Mcrtlofy  of  the  coininiiy,  "I  am 
directed  to  apply  to  you  for  a  trFicsfer  pf  at  Jcast  £20,000  of  the  unigsued 
preference  aharea  into  the  joint  names  of  myself  and  J.  A.  B.,  to  be  held  fur 
the  bank  as  collateral  aeciirity,  and  I  am  to  request  tbat  yotir  iraksned 
dAentnres  are  to  ba  tiaoaferpsd'  into  tha  aame  nnmes,  you  nndsrtakkig  to  du 
tbU  wb«n  you  are  in  a  poaition  to  iaaue  them."  The  secretary  replied  that 
the  directors  assented,  and  hod  directed  him  to  allot  the  shares  to  the  liauk 
manager  and  J.  A.  B.  oa  collateral  security.  In  the  follotrin^  month,  tha 
company  haying  sanctioned  the  iasaa  of  tb«  preference  aharea,  the  aecitlarj 
wroto,  "  I  am  now  prepared  to  place  tha  aharea  and  debentiues.  named  ia 
your  letter  in  your  poaseaaion  aa  collateral  security  to  the  bank.  I  propose, 
as  the  conrae  usually  adopted  !n  auch  cases,  to  register  the  shares  in  llie 
names  of  two  of  the  directora  of  the  company,  who  will  execute  a  innsler  of 
ibem  to  you  a.aAJ,A.  £.  on  a  mntiul  nudenlmi^ng  (bat  tiiey  an  to  Im 
held  by  you  only  as  collateral  aecutity  for  the  debt  due  to  the  bank."  The 
manager  replied,  "  I  am  quite  prepared  to  accept  the  aharea  and  debentures 
as  collateral  security  [lending  your  disposal  of  them."  Preference  Bhares  itie 
accordingly  issned  to  two  of  the  directors,  and  transferrad  by  tbem  Id  (Ik 
hank  manager  and  J,  A.  £.,aad  debentures  given  to  the  same  tiro  directors, 
which  were  similarly  transferred.  Nothing  had  been  jnid  on  the  shai«,  tui 
tha  company  were  not  yet  in  a  position  legally  to  iasue  the  debentures. 

Hdd  (rereraing  the  deciMon  of  Bacon,  Y.C),  that  {he  above  ciroomctaaoea 
did  not  make  tlie  directora  personally  liable,  and  that,  on  the  conatrudioii 
of  the  correspondence,  the  directors  bad  not  made  any  repressDlation  tbat  ibe 
aharea  and  debentures  were  rnlid  and  fully  paid-up  shares  and  debentures, 
but  the  nature  of  the  agreement  naa  only  that  tba  aharea  and  ilehentum 
should  be  placed  under  the  control  of  the  bonk,  ao  that  when  they  were  takeo 
^  up  by  the  public  the  money  paid  for  them  must  come  to  the  hands  of  Ibe 

Oollen  ■*.  W¥<gU(\), Bichardioa  T.  Winiamioa  (2),  and  Cherry r.  Colonial 
Bank  </  Australasia  (3)  dialinguiahed  ;  BtuhdaU  t.  Jbrd  (1)  apicortd. 

1  HIS  was  an  appeal  by  the  directora  of  th©  Watford  aniBi^- 
inantworih  "Ratlwtiy  Oompany  from  a  decree  of  Vice-Cbanoellor 
BacoA,  who  had  held  them  personally  liable  for  a  debtdodftom 
the  company  to  the  Union  Bank  ofLtmdoa. 

The  bill  Was  filed  by  John  BeaOa  and  John  Avikia-  BarUm,  tbe 
mftnagen,  «nd  iftftn  Cfitfpmart,  a  pBblio  regieCeted  offlceriofthe 


(1)  8  E.  &  B.  647. 

(2)  Uw  Rep.  6  Q.  B,  276. 


(3)  Law  Rep.  3  P.  C.  24. 

(4)  Ibid.  2  £q.  760. 
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bonlct  against  Lord  Ebmy,  the  Hon.  B.  A.  Capd,  tlie  Hon.  U.  JV. 
Qro»ven<yi;  Joseph  Gary,  and  /.  E.  Dillon,  five  of  the  directors  of 
the  Watford  and  Rtckmattsworfh  Railwaif  Company,  Alaeantia- 
Forbes,  tlio  secretary,  and  the  railway  company  itself. 

By  tbe  Wa^ord  and  Riekmanatcorfh  Bailway  Act,  I860,  passed 
oa  tiie  3rd  of  July,  1860  (23  &  24  Vict,  c  cxi.),  it  wa3  enacted 
that  tbe  four  first-named  Defendants,  with  foar  other  persons, 
should  be  incorporated  by  the  name  of  the  WaifordandBichmana~ 
•uxnih  BaSwmj  Company  ;  and  the  same  eight  penons  were  named 
the  first  directors.  The  share  capital  of  the  company  was  to  h& 
£40,000  in  4000  shares  of  £10  each. 

Sect.  9  provided  that  the  company  might  borrow  on  mortgage 
any  aom  not  ezeeeding  £13,000,  bat  no  part  of  sooh  sum  was  to 
be  borrowed  until  the  whole  of  the  capital  should  have  been  sub- 
scribed for  and  one  half  paid  up. 

Tbe  {^Mo*  £a»i;  were  appointed  the  company's  bankers;  and, 
in  pursnance  of  a  resolntion  passed  at  a  board  meeting  oi  the  com- 
pany's directors,  held  on  tbe  4th  of  July,  1860,  the  following  letter 
was  on  the  same  day  written  and  sent : — 
"  To  the  Directors  of  the  TJnum  Sank  of  London,  or  their  Manager, 

at  the  Taaple  Bar  Branch,  Clianeery  Lane. 
"  Cteutiemen — 

"  Wafford  ajid  RicJcmanncorth  SaSway. 
"  Please  to  honour  the  cheques  of  this  company  signed  by- 
two  (rf  tbe  directors,  and  eountereigned  by  the  secretary. 

«  Joseph  Cory,  \  Three  of  tbe  direc- 
"B^.  Capel,     I       tors  of  the  above 
"J.  Warviick.   )       company. 
"  Dated  this  4th  July,  1860." 

Early  in  1861  an  advance  of  £6000  from  the  bank  being-  m- 
quested,  tbe  bank  tot^  from  the  Defendants,  Lord  Efmry,  Capd, 
ftud  Cary,  and  a  fonrth  (then)  director,  Warwick,  a  letter  whereby 
the  writers  "  ondertook,"  in  consideration  of  the  advance  of  that 
0am  by  the  bank,  "  tbU  the  said  aani  <rf  £6000  afld  interest  shall 
be  repaid  yon  within  six  months  from  the  date  of  tlie  advan^, 
fh)m  tbe  calls  doe  on  the  shares  of  the  company." 

On  the  8th  of  Au"-ust,  1861,  the  Defendant  BiSon  became  a 
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L.  JJ.      director.    The  accoant  of  the  company  haviDg  become  coosider- 

1S7Z        ably  overdrawn,  BeatHe,  as  maaager  of  the  bank,  wrote  oa  fte 

Burns     l^th  of  December,  1862,  to  the  solicitor  of  the  company  to  say 

Lo'bd       ^^^^  ^®  ^^^  been  instructed  by  the  directors  of  the  bank  to  call 

Eat  sf,      the  attention  of  the  company's  directors  to  the  lai^  amoont  owing 

to  the  bank,  and  to  request  an  early  liquidation ;  and  he  asked  the 

solicitor  to  obtain  the  signature  of  the  chairman  and  directors  to  n 

form  of  guarantee,  which  he  inclosed,  makiog  them   personally 

liable  for  repayment  by  the  company  of  what  was  dne.     To  tbis 

form  of  undertaking  the  railway  directors  objected ;  whereupon, 

on  the  11th  of  December,  Mr.  Seattie  again  wrote,  saying  that  he 

must  have  the  personal  guarantee  of  the  directors ;  and  again,  on 

the  12th  of  December,  he  wrote,  "  My  application  to  you  on  tbe 

10th  instant  was  not  for  an  indemnity  by  the  company,  for  tlmt 

would  not  alter  my  present  position  .  .  .  but  I  require  ...  tbe 

personal  nndertaking  of  every  director  to  hold  the  bank  bannless." 

After  this  BeaUie  had  an  interview  with  the  five  first-named 

Dofendanta,  and  on  the  19th  of  Deoembcr,  1862,  he  wrote  to  Lord 

IS)ury  as  follows : — 

"  Waijbiyi  and  Bichmantworik  Railvxiij. 
"  My  Lord, — I  have  to  thank  yonr  Lordship  and  the  directors  for 
so  kindly  granting  me  an  interview ;  and,  in  compliance  with  your 
request,  now  beg  to  state  that  I  shall  be  obliged  by  your  ginng 
directions  for  my  being  allowed  to  inspect  all  the  books  of  the 
company  bearing  on  cash  matters ;  also  that  I  may  be  furnished 
nith  a  copy  of  the  share  register,  shewing  tbe  number  of  shares 
issued,  with  the  amount  of  calls  in  arrear.  I  have  further  to 
reqnest  that  the  unissued  shares  be  given  to  the  bonk  as  collateral 
security,  and  that  your  board  will  undertake  to  hand  to  the  bank 
snch  preference  shares  and  debentnrea  as  you  may  obtain  authority 
to  raise  in  nest  session  of  Parliament." 

Of  the  same  date  there  appealed  the  following  entry  ia  the 
direetort'  minute  book: — 

"Mr.  Beattie  attended  on  behalf  of  the  Union  Bank  to  make 
arrangements  with  regard  to  tbe  debt  due  to  the  bank,  and  a  letter 
was  sabsequently  received  fh>m  him  to  which  Mr.  Jeytt "  (tbe  fha 
secretary)  "  was  instructed  to  reply,  consenting  to  his  appticatioD.* 
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Accordingly,  oa  the  same  day,  the  secretary  replied,  stating  that       L.  JJ. 
inatructiona  had  been  giyea  to  allow  the  inspection,  and  to  furnish         1872 
a  copy  of  the  share  register  shewing  the  number  of  shares  regis-     BbIttib 
tered,  with  the  amount  of  calls  in  arrear;  aad  the  writer  con-        -  *"■ 
tinued : — ■"  My  directors  desire  me  to  assure  you  that  all  unissued       Ebcut, 
and  all "  preference  shares  and  debentures  to  be  created  by  a  bill 
aboot  being  introduced  into  Parliament  shall  be  handed  to  your 
bank  in  a  suEBcient  amount  to  cover  the  balance  now  due  upon  the 
accoont  of  the  company." 

On  the  13th  of  July,  1863,  was  passed  the  "  Wa^oid  and  Rick- 
mansworih  Railway  {Sale)  Act,  1863 "  (2G  &  27  Vict.  c.  exxxi.;, 
intituled  "  An  Act  Uf  grant  furtlier  pmoera  to  iJie  Watj'ord  and  Rick' 
■tncaiBKorth  RaUwaij  Company."  The  Act,  by  its  preamble,  recited 
Ibe  former  Act,  and  that  the  company  had  constructed  the  railway, 
and  that  the  same  had  been  opened  for  traffic ;  and  continued : — 

"  And  whereas  the .  company  have  issued  the  whole  of  their 
shares,  and  none  thereof  have  been  forfeited,  and  the  company 
have  borrowed  and  now  owe  £13,000;  and  whereas  the  amount 
which  the  company  are  authorized  to  raise,  by  shares  and  by  bor> 
rowing,  is  insufficient  for  the  {Mirposes  of  their  undertaking,  and  it 
is  expedient  that  they  be  authorized  to  raise  additional  funds." 

It  was  then  enacted  (sect.  6)  that  the  company  might,  from  time 
to  time,  raise  (in  addition  to  the  sums  which  they  were  already 
authorized  to  raise)  any  further  sums  not  exceeding  £30,000  by 
the  creation  of  new  shares ;  and  might,  from  time  to  time,  fix  the 
amounts  and  times  of  payment  of  calls,  and  dispose  of  such  shares 
*'  on  such  terms  and  conditions,  not  being  less  than  the  nominal 
amount,"  as  might  be  resolved  upon ;  also  (sect.  7)  that  the  com- 
pany might,  with  the  consent  of  shareholders  thereby  prescribed, 
atttujh  to  all  or  any  of  the  shares  to  be  created  under  the  powers  of 
the  Act  any  preferential  dividend ;  provided  that  such  dividend, 
should  not  exceed  £5  per  cent,  on  the  amount  for  the  time  being 
paid  up  ;  any  deficiency  not  to  be  made  np  out  of  the  profits  of 
any  subaequent  year. 

It  waa  also  (sect.  9)  enacted  that  all  Buch  new.  shares  should  l>«i 
offered  to  "  the  then  holders  of  shares  or  stock  in.  the  company  -» » 
and  (sect.  12)  that  if  at  the  time  of  tho  creation  of  new  shaies  t-lx^ 
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L.  JJ.      existing  shares  or  stodi:  were  not  &t  a  premiom,  then  sooh  nev 
1S72        shares  might  be  of  sach  amoont,  and  xca^A  be  issoad  n  tadi 
^^t     manner,  as  the  company  should  tidak  fit. 
j^  By  sect.  16  the  company  wae  empowered  to  bonow  on  mortgage 

l^BCBT.      an  additional  sum  not  exceeding  £10,000,  bat  ]»>  pw^  of  that  saa 
was  to  be  borrowed  "until  the  whole  of  the  additional  capital  b; 
this  Act  authoriaed  to  be  raised  by  new  absEes  ie  honA  jide  sab- 
scribed  for  or  taken,  and  one  half  thereof  ia  paid  up,  and  until  the 
company  shall  prore  to  the  jiuUoe  who  is  to  ceslify  .  .  .  befi»«  he 
so  certifies,  that  all  snch  additional  capital  has  been  sabsctibed  for 
or  taken  bona  jide,  and  is  held  by  the  sabscribors  or  their  assigns, 
and  that  snoh  si^cribers  and  their  assigns  are  I^ally  liable  for  the 
same ;  and  by  sect.  17  it  was  provided  that  all  existing  mortgages 
should  have  priority. 
On  the  same  day  the  following  letter  was  signed  and  sent :— 
"  25,  Parliament  Slreel,  Westminaier,  S.  W., 
'•  13th  July,  1863. 
"  Dear  Sir,— We,  the  undersigned,  as  directors  of  the  Waljori 
and  Biekmaitsworih  BaSway,  agree  to  become  personally  responsible 
to  the  Union  Bank  to  the  extent  of  £4000,  now  reijoired  for  tbe 
claims  due  on  the  company. 
"  To.  J.  BeaHie,  Esq.  "  Mmnj. 

"  Union  Bank,  Temple  Bar.  "  Joseph  Gary. 

"  F.  F.  Jeyea,  Secretary.' 

On  the  22nd  of  January,  1864,  Beaitie  wrote  as  ibllows  to  th& 
Defendant  Forhea,  who,  in  the  previous  November,  had  becomci 
and  then  was,  the  secretary  of  the  company ;— - 

'*  In  the  looltth  of  Manih  last,  nnder  permission  of  the  direolois, 
I  endeaTODted  to  nnraTel  the  accounts  of  this  company,  with  a 
view  to  finding  out  what  had  become  c£  the  large  amounC  of  cash 
drawn  from  this  bank.  Afler  soTend  attempts  I  gave  the  Jaatter 
up  for  tbe  time,  and  relying  upon  the  promises  of  the  board  tbst 
the  bank  debt  should  be  the  first  charge  upon  the  preference 
xhares  and  debentures,  about  to  be  raised  by  a  bill  then  in  Parlia- 
inent,  Z  hare  been  auxiously  waiting  some  commuDication  for 
months  in  fulfiknent  of  this  promise,  and  in  default  of  the  samq  I 
liave  to  ask  you  \xs  call  an  early  meeting  of  the  directon  for  ^^ 
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parpose  of  covering  my  debt  wItJi  each  an  Atnotuit  of  sliares  and    '  li.  J9- 
debeDtnree,  bs  collateral  security,  as  may  be  snffident."  1S72 

On  the  26th  of  February,  1864,  Forbes  vrote  to  SeaUie,  stating     Burax 
that  the  coupons  for  the  half  year's  interest  due  on  the  1st  of       ^'^ 
MikTch  on  the  company's  mortgage  deeds  would  be  preseoted  at      e^^t. 
the  bank,  and  requesting,  on  behalf  of  the  directors,  the  manager 
to  give  ioBtmctions  that  they  might  be  pud,  debiting  the  com- 
pany with  the  TarioQS  ainonnts,  as  on  {vevious  oceasions. 

From  the  minnte  book  H  appeared  that,  the  amoont  of  the 
coupcms  being  abont  £325,  on  the  same  26th  c^  February  a 
resolntion  was  passed  by  tiie  company's  directors  that  for  that 
som  "the  undersigned  directors  do  hereby  give  their  pereoDal 
gnarftotee. 

"  Ebury,  1 

"Joseph  Carg,  !  Directors, 

"Scff.  Capd,     ) 

"  Alex.  Forbes,  Secretary." 
In  answer  to  the  last-mentioned  letter,  Beattie,  on  tlie  27tU, 
■wipte  to  Sfty  he  conld  not  pay  the  interest  on  the  debentures 
Trithoat  the  personal  undertaking  of  the  directors ;  and  oo  tl^ 
29th  Forbes  replied,  inclosing  the  required  undertaking,  the  receipt 
of  which  as  "a  personal  undertaking"  was  acknowledged  by 
Beatile. 

Throughout  the  same  year  repeated  applications  were  made  on 
behalf  of  the  bank  for  liquidation  of  the  debt. 

On  the  18th  of  November,  1864,  Forbes  wrote  inclosing  to 
Beattie  a  guarantee.  This  was  in  the  form  of  a  letter  signed  by 
Lord  M»ry  and  Mr.  DtBon,  whereby  the  writers  reqnested  the 
manager  to  place  at  the  company's  credit  at  the  bank  tlie  sum  of 
£1000,  for  ?Aich  (they  said)  "we  hereby  give  our  gnnrantee." 

At  length,  on  the  8th  of  December,  1864,  BeaWs  wrote  to 
i'crbts  as  follows : — 

"  Dear  Sir,— The  delay  in  settling  the  large  amount  doe  to  this 
bank  causes  my  directora  considerable  nneasiness,  and  I  have  been 
directed  to  apply  to  you  for  a  transfer  of  at  least  £20,000  of  the 
unissued  preference  shares  into  the  joint  names  of  myself  and 
X  A,  Barlon,  Esq.,  of  2,  Prmeet  Street,  Mansion  Souse,  to  be  held 
for  the  bank  as  collateral  Bccurity;  and  lam  to  request  at  the  same 
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'  time  that  your  unissued  debentures  are  to  be  transferred  to  tke 
same  names,  you  undertaking  to  do  this  when  you  are  ia  a  position 
to  issue  them.  As  my  directors  meet  on  Wednesday  next  to 
audit  the  accounts  of  this  branch,  it  is  most  important  that  I 
should  be  in  a  position  to  report  that  their  wishes  had  been  com- 
plied with,  requesting  you  to  bring  this  before  your  board,  which  I 
understand  has  a  meeting  to-morrow." 

At  a  meeting  of  the  company's  director  on  the  9th  of  Decein- 
Ler,  the  following  minute  was  entered : — 

*'Eead  letter,  dated  the  8th  instant,  from  Mr.  BeaHiSy  the 
manager  of  the  Union  Banky  stating  that  he  has  been  instructed  to 
apply  to  the  company  for  a  transfer  of  at  least  £20,000  of  the  un- 
issued preference  sliares  of  the  company  into  the  joint  names  of  him- 
self and  John  Arthur  Bartw,  Esq.,  of  No.  2,  Frincea  Street,  Mansion 
House,  to  be  held  for  the  bank  as  collateral  security  for  the  debt 
owing  from  the  company,  and  to  request  that  at  the  same  time  the 
company's  unissued  debentures  be  transferred  to  the  same  iiames, 
and  that  an  undertaking  be  given  to  them  that  this  shall  be  done 
when  the  company  are  in  a  position  to  issue  shares  and  debentures. 
Eesolved,  that  the  secretary  be  instructed  to  reply  to  Mr.  JBeatties 
letter  that  his  suggestion  will  be  complied  with." 

On  the  20th  of  December,  1864,  Foi-hes  wrote  to  Beattie  as 
follows: — 

*'  Dear  Sir, — I  submitted  your  letter  of  the  8th  instant  to  the 
directors,  and  I  am  instructed  to  inform  you  that  they  will  hare 
no  objection  to  carry  out  the  arrangement  you  suggest^  and  have 
instructed  me  to  allot  the  shares  you  name  to  Mr.  Barien  and 
yourself,  to  be  held  by  you  as  collateral  security  for  the  debt 
owing  to  the  bank."  The  letter  concluded  by  expressing  regi^t  for 
the  delay  which  had  occurred. 

On  the  28th  of  December,  1864,  Mr.  Alemnder  J)obie,  6oli<sitor 
to  th^  Union  Bank,  addressed  a  letter  to  the  secr^ary  of  the 
company,  pressing  for  payment  of  ''the  long  outstandirtg  and 
large  "  amount  doe,  and  threatening  proceedings. 

On  the  same  28th  of  December,  1864,  a  general  half-yearly  nieet- 
ing  of  the  company  was  held,  at  which  it  was  resolTed  ^*  that  the 
directors  be  and  are  hereby  authorized  to  issue  the  Sbew  fux^erpnoe 
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capita],  £30,000,  in  shares  beariog  dividends  at  tlie  rate  of  £6  per 
cent,  per  aanum,  oubjoct  to  the  condjtious  of  the  Act  of  1863,  and 
to  the  regulations  of  the  company;  and  that  the  share-holders 
already  on  the  hooka  of  the  company  shall  be  offered  allotments 
prior  to  the  disposal  of  the  shares  otherwise  by  the  directors;" 
should  they  decline,  and  the  sarplna  share  remain  unallotted,  then 
that  the  directors  be  anthorized  to  sell,  cancel, "  or  oth^wise  dispose 
of  the  same  in  such  a  maoner  as  they  may  deem  most  odyanta- 
veoua  to  the  company,  and  may  also,  in  like  manner,  dispose  of 
the  debentures." 

On.  the  3rd  of  January,  1865,  Forle$  wrote  to  Beattie  8s  follows : — 

'•  Reverting  to  the  proposal  contained  in  yoor  letter  of  the 

StU  Tilt.,  and  to  its  acceptance  by  my  directors,  conveyed  to  yon 

by  my  letter  of  the  20th  uli,  I  have  now  to  acquaint  you  that  the 

issue  of  the  new  preference  shares  having  been  finally  sanctioned 

at  the  half-yearly  meeting  of  the  company,  held  on  the  28th  nit, 

I  atn  now  prepared  to  piece  the  shares  and  debeatares  named  in 

your  letter  in  yonr  possession,  as  collateral  security  to  the  bank 

for  the  debt  owing,  pending  some  more  definite,  and  I  trust  speedy, 

arrangement  for  the  liquidation  of  that  debt.     I  propose,  as  the 

course  uaually  adopted  in  such  cases,  to  register  such  shares,  &c., 

in  the  names  ol  two  of  the  directors  of  tlif   cymfuuiy,  wlic   «ill 

execute  a  traiJsfi_T of  tlii'm  to  youaudMr.  i?ii('/oM.  cintmutunliinder- 

staodiiig  that  they  nre  to  be  held  by  yon  only  as  collateral  security 

to  the  bank.     On  hearing  from  you  that  you  ngreo  to  this,  tlia 

shares  and  debentures  shnll  at  once  be  preparetl  and  sent  to  you." 

■  Beaiiie  replied  on  the  fltli : — "lu  reply  to  your  letters  of  the  V<vA 

aud  9th  inat,,  I  beg  to  say  I  am  quite  prepared  to  accept  the  shares 

and   debentures  as  collateral  security  pending  your  disposal  "f 

them.      In  no  other  light  would  they  be  taken  by  the  bank." 

On  the  18th  of  January,  1^05,  it  appeared  from  the  minute 
book  that  at  a  board  meeting  of  the  company's  directors  proposals 
were  submitted  for  scaling  the  below-mentioned  preference  shares 
and  mortgHge  deeds,  "  to  be  lodged  with  the  Viiimi  Bank  as  a 
collateral  security  for  the  debt  owing  by  the  company,  in  acooril- 
ance  with  the  suggestion  in  Mr.  Beattte'a  letter  of  the  8th  of 
December,  and  agreed  to  by  the  board's  resolution  of  the  Otlu" 
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I„  JJ.  "Twenty  certificates  for  £1000,  represeirting  preference  Bfeue^ 

1872       Nos.  1  to  2000,  for  £10  each. 
B^iB         "  T^  mortgage  deeds,  16  to  26,  for  £1000  each,  due  the  Irt  of 
'■  March,  1870,  with  conpOoa  attached,  for  interest  dne  thereon  half- 

EBuni-.       yearlj'. 

"All  the  above  shares  and  deeds  issned  ta  Lord  Ehan/ATtA  Mr. 
Silhn." 

"Submitted  also  two  deeds  of  transfer,  conveying  Uie  above 
shares  and  debentures  from  Lord  Ebury  and  Mr.  Dillon  to  JbAs 
Beattie  and  John  Arthur  Barian,  such  deeds  to  be  executed  by 
Ijord  Eburtj  and  Mr.  DtOon  in  accordance  with  the  arrangement 
mode  with  Mr.  Beaftie. 

"  Kesolved  that  the  share  certificates  and  mortgage  deeds  above 
particularised  be  sealed. 

"The  documents  were  accordingly  sealed  and  attested. 

"Resolved,  also,  that  deeds  of  transfer  conveying  these  deeJs 
and  shares  to  Mr.  Beattie  and  Mr.  Barton  jointly,  to  be  held  by 
them  as  collateral  security  for  the  bank  debt,  be  executed  by  the 
chairman  and  Mr.  DiUon. 

"  The  deeds  were  accordingly  executed  and  attested. 

"  Kesolved,  that  the  deeds  and  share  certificates  be  now  forwarded 
to  Mr.  Beattie  as  collateral  security  for  the  debt  owing  to  the 
bank,  bs  arranged  between  him  and  the  secretary,  and  in  par- 
auance  of  Mr.  Beaitie's  letter  of  the  8th,  and  the  secretary's  reply 
of  the  20th  of  December." 

On  the  same  18tli  of  Jandarj',  1885,  Forbta  TrrOte  to  BaiMie  w 
follows : — 

"  In  pursuance  of  the  arrangement  .suggested  by  your  letter  of 
the  8th  ult.,  and  agreed  to  on  the  part  of  the  directors  of  this 
company  by  my  letter  of  the  20th  ult.,  I  have  now  the  pleasure  to 
forward  you  herewith  the  undennentioned  preference  share  certifi- 
cates and  mortgage  deeds  standing  in  the  names  of  Lord  f^vy 
and  Mr.  /.  W.  BSloa,  two  of  our  diiecton,  acaompaBiod'  by  de«d 
of  transfer  executed  by  the  above  ge&tlemMi  in  fovout  of  youisalf 
and  Hr.  J.  A,  Barion,  ,to  whom  the  eaid  debentntes  are  aeaigiie<l 
«fl  collateral  lecurity  for  the  debt  owing  to  the  Union  Bank"/ 
Londmi  by  tbis  company,  viz.,  twenty  certificate^  of  £1000  ^adir 
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vspresentiiig  5  per  cent  pE«ferenoe  shares,  Noa.  1  to  2000  for  £10 
-«ach  ;  ten  mortgage  deeds  for  £1000  «acb,  aumbered  ie3peciiv«ly 
16  to  25,  bearing  iat^est  at  £5  per  cent,  from  the  let  mat.  notil 
^the  d«te  of  the  expiration  of  the  deeds  on  the  1st  of  Maroh,  1S70, 
-nnd  for  the  payment  of  which  interest  ten  coapons  payable  half- 
yearly  on  the  1st  of  lU^rch  and  Ist  of  September  in  each  year  are 
^ittached  to  each  deed." 

£aeh  of  the  certificatea  inclosed  in  tbe  last-mentioned  letter 
•certified  that  Lord  Etniry  and  Villon  were  the  proprietors  of  the 
4:eii  preference  shares  numbered  —  to  —  of  tbe  company,  nothing 
'being  stated  as  to  the  amount  paid  np-  By  each  mortgage,  which 
was  under  the  seal  of  the  company,  it  was  witnessed  that  in  con- 
sideration of  £1000  paid  to  tliem  by  Lord  Ebury  and  IHUon  the 
-company  assigned  to  Lord  Ehwy  and  DiBon,  their  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  the  undertaking,  and  all  the  rates,  tolls, 
ood  sums  of  money  arising  by  virtue  of  the  two  Acts  of  Parliament, 
-until  the  said  sum  of  £1000  and  interest  from  the  Ist  of  January, 
1865,  at  the  rate  of  £5  per  cent,  should  be  satisfied ;  the  principal 
sum  to  be  paid  on  the  1st  of  March,  1S70.  Attached  to  each  deed 
were  ten  coupons  for  interest. 

The  deeds  of  transfer  of  tbe  shares  and  the  mortgages  were  in 
<be  common  form. 

A  letter  acknowledging  the  receipt  of  these  documents  "  to  be 
beld  as  a  collateral  security  for  the  debt  owing  to  the  bank,"  was 
-on  the  same  18th  of  January  sent  by  BeaitU  to  Forbes  ;  and  on 
the  30th  of  Jaooary  SeaHu  and  Barton  returned  the  transfers 
executed  by  them,  with  a  request  that  they  might  be  registered. 

On  the  4th  of  February,  Forbes  sent  to  Beattie  certificates  of 
transfer  for  the  shares  and  debentures.  Indorsed  on  the  back  of 
-each  was  the  following  memorandum : — 

"Notioe. 

**  The  preference  shatte  "  (or  "  mortgage  deeds,")  "  within  referred 
-toi  are  transferred  to  Mr.  John  BettUio  and  Mr.  Jokn  ArOtar  Bcaion, 
to  be  held  by  them  as  collateral  seeority  for  nooeys  owing  by  tJie 
Watford  mid  Itie/c„mmicorlh  Railway  ConijMiiy  tu  tbe  Lnion  BanJ; 
■of  London, and  tliefioIderB  tberpof  ore  not  entitled  to  vole  atmeet- 
ings  of  the  company,  or  to  use  these  shares  "  (or  "  arc  not  entitled 
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to  wse  these  deeds,")  "  in  any  other  way  than  as  such  collateral 
secnrity  for  the  said  moneys  owing  to  the  said   Union  Bank  of 

London." 

The  certificate  of  a  justice  required  by  the  16th  section  of  the 
Act  of  1863  had  nerer  been  obtained,  and  the  company  at  the 
time  of  these  tranBactioos  bad  not  any  authority  to  borrow  money 
on  debentnree.  The  security  thus  given  to  the  bank  was  therefore 
not  available. 

The  bank  subsequently  brought  an  action  against  the  company^ 
and  OD  the  25th  of  March,  1865,  judgment  was  sigoed  for 
£82,408  6s.  9d.  On  the  25lh  of  December,  1865,  the  directors 
served  a  notice  on  the  bank  claiming  a  lien  personally  on  the 
deposited  securities.  Oa  the  Sth  of  January,  1866,  an  el^it  was 
issued  under  which  was  realised  £212  18*.  4d.  The  directoiB  also 
paid  the  sums  for  which  they  had  made  themselves  liable  by  written 
guarantees,  but  there  remained  a  large  sum  due  to  the  bank. 

On  the  Sth  of  August,  1868,  the  bill  in  the  preeent  cause  was 
filed  to  make  the  five  directors  personalty  liable  for  the  sum  due 
to  the  bank,  to  have  the  transfer  of  the  shares  and  debentures 
cancelled,  and  to  have  the  names  of  Beaitie  and  Barton  removed 
from  the  register  of  shareholders. 

Yice-Chancellor  Baeon  made  a  decree  directing  an  occonnt  of 
what  was  due  from  the  company  to  the  bank,  and  declaring  the 
directors  personally  liable  to  pay  to  the  bank  what  was  doe  hosn. 
the  company  to  the  bank.  The  decree  went  on  to  direct  the  trans- 
fers of  the  shares  and  debentures  to  be  cancelled,  and  the  names 
of  Beattie  and  Barton  to  be  taken  off  the  register  of  shareholdera  (1). 

(1)  1872.  Mar.  6. 
Sir  JamE6  Bacon,  V.C.  : — 

t  is  brought  by  the  Vnioii 


Banh  nf  London,  and  persons  who 
present  the  iutetestof  that  ban^,  against 
five  of  the  directors  of  the  Watford  and 
Hickmani north  Bailtaay  Company, 
the  secretary,  and  the  company.  The 
Plaintiffs  seek  to  enforce  the  payment 
by  the  director  of  a  sum  of  upwards 
of  £20,000,  nod  they  further  ask  that 
certain  debentures  and  certain  trauBfcrs 
of  shares  in  tlic  company,  which  bkve 


been  made  i.i ; 
first-named  I'l^i 
and  that  thi  w. 
tiffs  may  b-  n  i 
of  shareholiiiTa 


\  iii  the  n.imcs  of  tl" 
lilft-,  may  be  cancelled 
Its  of  the  panic  Piair. 
ivcd  from  tli 


Liter 


Tlii.-i-  .-.ei.  ii  ;il  heads  of  relief  arise  out 
iii'  iIli-  ^^LJ^■^.  i)f  trnnsaclions  staled  in 
tlicpliiiiiii^.-i  and  evidence  ;but  as  thev 
are  didureut  in  kind,  and  depend  upwi 
somewhat  different  considerations,  it 
apj>ears  cnnvenieut  to  deal  wttli  tbeiii 
separately. 

The  raUiray  compaDy  wu  incOTpo- 
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The  directors  appealed. 

Sir  lioundett  Palmer,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Fry,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Sj^eed,  for  the 
Appellants : — 
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As  to  the  letter  of  tlie  4th  of  July,  1860,  it  is  clear  that  the      e^^ 


ntted  by  tbe  "  Wa^/oni  and  Sickmani- 
ifortft  Ba&way  Act,  18(10,"  ■nil  in  tliat 
Act  the  first-named  five  Defendanta 
(exceiit  tlie  Dofendnnt  }}iUon\  were 
-vritli  other  peraom  named  as,  and  tlie 
uaxne  four  Dufend.iDUerer  xinco  and  the 
Defendant  Z>iIIoii,  since  liiaappoinlment 
in  August,  18G1,  liave  contLniicd  to  bo, 
directoM  of  the  company. 

The  UaionDiaih  were  appointed  and 
acted  as  the  baDkera  of  the  compaoj, 
and  on  the  4tli  ot  July,  1860,  the 
directors,  at  a  board  incetiaSi  resolred 
that  all  cheqnea  ahould  be  signed  by 
two  diractoTB,  and  GOuntetsigoed  by  the 
secretary  for  the  time  being.  !□  pur- 
suance of  this  resolution,  threo  of  the 
dh^clora  Signed,  and  there  was  trans- 
mitted to  the  bank  anorder  orautliority 
in  tbese  terms; — [His  Honour  read  tbe 
authority  as  stated  nbove.] 

Cheques  were  accordingly  drawn  in 
the  xsaniMr  specified,  and  wore  f«id  by 
the  bank ;  uid  in  the  result  a  very  large 
Bum  became  due  to  the  company.  Many 
communications  look  place  between 
the  maoager  of  the  bank  end  tlie  direc- 
tors with  reference  to  this  account;  the 
bank  desiring  payment  o^  or  stscurity 
for,  tho  sums  due  to  them,  and  the 
ilirectora  not  having  the  means  oi  com- 
plying with  the  requests  of  tho  bank, 
the  available  reBources  of  the  company 
heing  then  all  eihaualed. 

Now  it  is  npon  this  state  of  things 
that  the  benh,  in  the  first  instance, 
found  their  cbim  against  the  directors. 
The  bank  insist  that  the  writfcn  au- 
thority to  which  I  have  referred 
amounlfd,   in    effect,   though    not   in 


express  lenns,  to  a  repreHcntation  by 

the  direclors  that  the  compfiny  were 
legally  empowered  to  bornjw  or  take  np 
Iho  Slims  which  had  been  drawn  for  by 
tile  ehaques,  and  that  the  cDBH«ny 
would  pay  such  amount  as  might  be- 
come due  in  respect  of  Ihem  ;  and  that, 
inasmuch  as  tho  company  had  failed  to 
fulfil  their  engagement,  the  directon^ 
npon  whose  authority  the  ndvauces 
were  made  by  the  bank,  are  now  per- 
sonally liable  to  pay  the  debt,  and 
make  good  tbede&ultof  the  company; 
and  that,  in  this  view  of  the  case,  it  is 
wholly  immaterial  whether  the  com- 
pany were  or  were  not  legally  compe- 
lunt  to  borrow  moneys  beyond  the 
amoont  limited  by  their  Act  of  incor- 
poratioD. 

The  other  bead  of  relief  which  the 
riainliffs  ad  vnnce  requires  a  fuller  state- 
ment. The  Act  oflSeOaotliorized  the 
company  in  the  usual  manner  to  raise 
a  capital  of  £40,000  by  the  issue  of 
40O0  £10  shares,  and  to  borrow  £13,000 
on  mortgage  or  bond.  Before  the  oud 
of  1862  tho  company  bad  coostruoled 
the  railway,  had  issued  all  but  600  of 
the  shares,  had  exercised  their  borrow- 
ing powers,  and  were  moreover  very 
considerably  in  debt.  Itwas  necessary, 
therefore,  for  them  to  apply  to  Parlia- 
ment for  authority  to  raise  additional 
sums;  and  accordingly  a  bill  had  hcen 
prepared  by  them  for  this  purpose. 

Matters  stood  thus  when,  in  Decern^ 
ber,  1SG2,  the  manager  of  the  hank 
pressed  the  directors  for  payment  of  the 
amount  due,  and,  after  an  intervieff 
with  the  five  first-named  Defendanta, 
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bank  never  considered  it  a  gnarantee,  fot  .ti^j  too^.&t^^Tvax^As 
several  limited  personal  guanuitecs  from  ^icectorB,  ^bich  vypuld 
bare  been  useless  if  tbis  letter  bad  beep  a  g^o^^l  one.     ^  man 


lie  wrote  t«  them  a  letter  ou  the  10th 
or  DcWmber  containing  this  pnsaBge:— 
'[Hi8  Honour  read  tho  request  con- 
tamed  in  the  letter  set  out  above.]  At 
a  meeting  of  the  directors  held  on  tho 
10th  of  December  the  receipt  of  thia 
letter  was  acknowledged  by  them,  and 
their  then  secretary  waa  instructed  to 
reply  to  the  manager,  consenting  to  his 
application.  The  secretary  did  so  reply, 
and  in  his  letter  said :— [Uia  Honour 
read  tlie  passage  extracted  above.] 

The  only  shares  which  then  remained 
unissued  were  GOO  ordinary  Bbares,  and 
wliich  were  afterwards  allotted  to  and 
registered  in  the  name  of  the  manager, 
the  riftintiff,  Mr.  Jieattie;  but  upon 
his  finding  Iliat  such  allotment  and 
registration  hnd  exposed  him  to  pci^ 
sonal  liability,  and  did  not  conetituto 
Eiich  collateral  aeciiritj  to  the  bank  as 
he  had  by  his  letter  applied  for,  ho 
filed  a  bill  against  the  directors,  and  tho 
conipiny,  to  have  bis  name  removed 
from  the  regliter.  In  that  suitadecree 
was  made  in  January,  1860,  by  which 
lienas  declared  not  to  be  a  shareholder, 
and  big  name  was  removed,  as  be  had 
prayed.  It  is,  therefore,  unnecessary 
to  refer  further  to  this  topic 

In  July,  1863,  tlia  company  ob- 
tained another  Act  of  FarUament: — [His 
Honour  referred  to  the  preamble  of  the 
statute,  and  to  the  clauses  relating  to 
idiiires  and  mortgages.  These  will  be 
found  extracted.  His  Honour  con- 
tinued : — J 

Nothing  further  having  been  done 
respecting  tije  bank's  debt,  in  January, 
1864,  the  manager  wrote  to  the  Defen- 
dant, I'orbei  (who  had  then  become  the 
secretary  of  the  company)  to  the  effect 
tbat  be  had  been  relying  upon  the  pro- 


mise of  tlic  board,  and  asking  the  secre- 
tary to  call  an  early  meeting.  [The 
letter  of  the  22nd  of  January,  ISW,  is 
Stated  above.] 

I'he  directors  and  the  secretary  pro- 
mised to  do  wlint  was  thus  required, 
hilt,  delay  having  ensued,  tlie  manager, 
on  the  8th  of  December.  lSe4,  wrote 
again  to  the  secrel.iTy,  thus ; — [His 
Honour  i-ead  the  letter,  the  niDute 
embodying  tbs  resolutious  passed  ob 
the  9th  of  December,  and  Mr.  ftirbti' 
letter  of  the  20th  of  December,  186*.^ 

At  about  the  same  date  Ur.  Dobie, 
tho  solicitor  to  the  bank,  wrote  to  tho 
accretary.rcquiringiinmediata  payment 
of  the  amount  duo  by  tho  company  to 
the  bank,  and  tlireateniug  le^  pro- 
ceedings. This  fact  the  secretary  com- 
municated 1^  the  directors  ,ii  tl.LLr 
board  mcLUii-  lidJ  on  ihe  26Lh  ..f 
December,  I>i;4.  He  iuformetl  them 
also  that  lie  \r.u\  duly  airrieii  out  the 
intentioUE  .  .i  I  ]u-  l^jard,  and  had,  oa  the 
9th  instant,  wrilltn  to  Mr.  Beatttt  the 
letter  of  tl.e  20th  of  December  just  re- 
ferred to.  Whereuiion  the  directors 
resolved:— [Ills  Dononr  read  tho  rrao- 
lutiun  of  il.  -l-rih  iif  December,  18C4, 
also  the  Itinrsuf  tUo  3i-d  and  9th  of 
January,  1m;:,,  ilic  resolution  of  the 
directors,  nnd  the  two  letters  of  the 
18lh  ofJniaiBry,  laUii  ;  and  described 
the  form  of  the  documents  which -werv 
sent  on  tbnt  day,] 

'ITiG  manager  having  reqtiired  certi- 
ficates of  the  registry  on  the  comjnny's 
books  of  the  transfer  of  the  dcbenluri-^ 
and  shares,  Mr,  Forhtt,  on  the  4ih  o\ 
February,  18(io,  sent  to  the  man.-igtr 
certificates  in  this  form,  indorsing  upon 
each  of  them  a  notice  sbcwiiig  the  pur- 
pose for  which  they  had  been  trans- 


yOL.  VILJ 


CHANOEBT  AFFEALa 


791 


IB  peiisolially  liable  for  misrepresentation  if,  without  authority,  he 
enters' into  a  contract  professedly  on  behalf  of  another:  Q^en  v. 
TFrighi  (1)  ;  but  if  he  enters  avowedly  as  agent  into  a  contract  by 
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ferred : — ^[His  HoDoiir  read  the  form  of 
certificate  and  the  indorsement  as 
above.J 

In  the  share  register  of  the  company 
these  shares  -were  entered  as  belonging 
to  "Lord  JEbury  and  Mr.  DOlwh'^ 
with  this  memorandum  (see  above). 
The  mortgages  were  also  entered  in  the 
company's  register  with  this  note  (see 
the  note  above). 

;Neither  at  this  nor  at  any  other 
time  had  the  certificate  of  the  justice, 
required  hy  the  16th  section  of  the  Act 
of  1863,  been  obtained,  nor  was  the 
company  authorized  to  borrow  any  sum 
whatever  on  mortgage. 

On  the  25th  of  December,  1865,  the 
solicitors  for  the  directors  served  upon 
the  bank  and  their  manager  the  follow- 
ing   notice : — "  In  the  name  of  all  the 
directors  we  are  instructed  to  give  you 
notice  that  in  consequence  of  certain 
arrangements  which  had  been  entered 
into  "between  the   Watford  and  JRick- 
manaworth  HaUivny  Company  and  Lord 
Sbury^  Joseph  Cary,  Esq.,  and  the  other 
directorSy  those  gentlemen  now  claim  a 
lien  Qpon  the  preference  shares  and  de- 
bentures of  the  company  now  on  deposit 
at  the  Unim  Bank^  subject  to  any  prior 
lien  or  claim  the  bank  may  have  thereon. 
And  they  further  give  you  notice  that 
upon  payment  of  the  sums  in  respect 
of  which  you  now  hold  the  same  as 
security » they  will  require  you  to  cause 
the  said  preference  shares  and  deben- 
tutes  to  be  transferred  Into  their  joint 
names,  or  to  such  person  or  persons  as 
they  shall  jointly  nominate." 

I  heheve  I  have  now  stated  all  the 
transactions  which  are  material  to  the 


subject  of  this  suit,    lliere  have  been 
various  other  proceedings  between  the 
bank  and  the  company.    The   bank 
brought  an  action,  and  in  March,  1865, 
obtained  judgment  against  the  com- 
pany for  £32,408;  but   the  debt  is 
dispnted  in  a  suit  referred  to  in  the 
pleadings,  and  which  is  still  pending. 
Subsequently  a  sum  of  £9436  was  paid 
by  some  of  the  directors  in  respect  of  a 
direct  personal   liability  incurred  by 
them.    A  writ  of  elegit  was  afterwards 
issued  by  the  company,  upon  which  a. 
sum  of  £212  was  recovered.    But  theine 
remains  due  to  the  bank  a  laige  sum, 
as  the  Plaintiffs  allege  and  as  the  I>e— 
fendants  admit,  exceeding  £20,000,  \x^ 
respect  of  their  advances ;  and  it  does 
not  appear  necessary  for  the  preseii.t; 
purpose  to  advert  more  particularly  to 
these  matters. 

All  the  facts  I  have  hitherto  stated 
are  admitted  or  proved  in  evidence.  Tlic 
Defendants,  the  directors,  and  the  com- 
pany, and  Mr.  Forbes,  the  secretary, 
have  answered  separately. 

The  directors,    against    whom    the 
principal  relief  is  prayed,  admit  that 
the  Union  Bank  ^  became  the  bankers 
of  the  company/  and  that  "  they  did,'* 
but,  as  the  directors  say,  "  well  know* 
ing  what  were  the  powers  of  the  said 
company,  and  at  the  request  of  the  said 
company,  through  the  then  secretary  and 
solicitor,  F.  F.  Jeyes^  and  the  directors 
of  the  said  company,  and  upon  cheques 
signed  by  such  directors,  or  some  of 
them,  on  behalf  of  the  said  company, 
pay  various  sums  of  money  to   ot  on 
behalf  of  the  company,  and  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  com|>any ;  and  all  of  the 
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L,  JJ.      whicli  his  principal  is  bound,  he  is  not  under  any  liability;  and 

187S        even  where  bo  had  no  authority  he  is  not  liable  to  fulfil  the  con- 

BiATHB     tract,  but  is  only  liable  Tor  the  amount  of  damage  occasioned  bj 


said  sums  were  duly  applied  U>  the 
purposes  of  the  said  company  occonl- 
ingly."  Ui»n  these  groimds  it  bas 
be«D  argued  ou  bebalf  ol  tliQ  directore 
Hint  tliey  did  uot,  by  the  authority 
of  the  4th  of  July,  180O,  incur  any 
personul  rcspousihility.  On  the  part  of 
the  Flaiutiffg  it  is  eonteuded  that  the 
bank  were  under  no  obligation  to  sec  or 
to  inquire  into  the  ability  of  the  com- 
pany to  contract  a  debt  by  borrowing ; 
that  it  was  to  them  wholly  immaterial 
whether  the  company  could  validly 
contract  a  debt,  or  whether  they  had 
the  means  of  satisfying  the  debt — for 
that  the  written  authority  referred  to, 
acted  upon  as  it  was,  amounted  to  a  re- 
preacntatioD  hy  the  directors  that  the 
company  were  enahlod  to  contract 
tlie  debt — and  an  undertaking  that, 
being  contracted,  such  debt  should  be 
^laid — and,  tx  a  consequence,  that,  the 
debt  remaining  due,  the  director,  upon 
whose  lepreseutation  it  was  contracted, 
are  personally  liable  to  pay  it. 

Many  cases  were  referred  to  in  the 
course  of  the  argument  for  the  purpose 
of  shewing  that  persons  who  liadtnuital 
companies  not  authorized  to  borrow  or 
til  contract  certain  other  forms  of  debt, 
must  bear  the  consequences  of  their 
own  want  of  caution,  and  remain  with- 
out any  enforceable  remedies  against 
such  comiianies — and  there  can  be  do 
question  that  such  is  the  well-esta- 
blished bw.  But  1  take  it  to  be  no  less 
clear  that  if  any  agent,  or  any  other 
pereon  acting  on  behalf  of  a  company,  so 
acts  that,  without  any  words  to  that 
effect,  his  acta  amount  to  a  representa- 
tion that  he  has  authority  to  enter  into 
the  contract  upon  which  the  dealings 
which  may  be  in  question  are  baaed,  he 


incurs  a  pcc«uaal  liability  to  umki' 
good  such  reprcGcalatioo.  Iftheuiilw- 
rity  to  draw  cheques  had  been  nndtr 
iliu  stal  of  the  comiNUiy,  tlie  u^iatur< 
1.1I  cheques  by  the  directors  irouLd  have 
L'\ji03ud  them  to  no  personal  liab'Ut)^— 
liL-cause  such  drawing  wonld  have  been 
merely  in  the  cxcruiw  of  ihetr  Uitfi:! 
ministerial  powers,  and  would  have  bK!i 
referable  only  to  tho  origioai  anthorilf 
yiven  hy  the  camfany.  But  tbf  tiUi- 
action  here  is  of  a  wholly  diflrreni 
tliBractcr.  I  do  not  dnell  upon  wlui 
is  aiLid  on  the  i»it  of  the  PiaintiSi, 
iliat  the  bank  in  their  dealingB  li>^ 
n-liance  u^kju  the'  high  position  lod  lln 
iil.Qtation  for  honour  and  probity  <>f 
ilii'  directors — Ijecauae,  aiihough  Ihivf 
nil  doubt  tliat  what  is  bo  said  is  pafKtly 
Iriic,  Euch  reliance  is  not  enongh  a: 
itstlf  to  impose  upon  the  pervHU  ;*:' 
trusted  a  legal  liability  j  but,  since  it 
is  the  settled  law  that  persons  mstiii£ 
rv presentations  upon  which  otben  »" 
induced  to  deal  with  them  are  boundiu 
make  good  suoli  representations  to  llieir 
full  extent,  I  cannot  hesitate  to  eay  dot 
the  directors  have  personilly  iocutm) 
that  liability  which  is  sought  token' 
Kirced  against  them  in  this  niit  Tlif 
:iutLoritie3  for  the  princi(de  oC  !*•  ^' 
tthich  I  have  last  referred  aiflsonuiDc- 
t.jus  Hud  M  well  known  (indeed  CtOe" 
V.  n'rigl,l  (8  E.  &  B.  647)  and  msny 
olhcrs  were  menUoned  in  the  0001*' 
o(  the  argument)  thai  it  would  be  a 
usidcBS  occupation  of  time  lo  oile  tlioa 
iiioti'  larticulsriy.  Therp  are,  however. 
Iwo  which  I  think  it  rigiit  lo  poiol 
attention  to.  Tl.e  first  is  iiiclon/Rni 
V.  Wailamstm  (I.aw  Hep.  6  Q.  B.  2ii) 
ill  which  it  was  decided  that  tbfl  diivc- 
(i.iis  of  a  conii>any  which  bxl  no  poff<t 
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-the  alleged  principal  not  being  l)onnd,  whicK  in  this  case  is 
nothing.  Here,  howerer,  the  company  was  liable,  for  judgment 
lias  been  recovered  hy  the  bank  against  the  company,  which  is' 
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to  Tx)rrow  money,  had,  by  signing  a 
receipt  acknowledging  the  deposit  of 
money  with  the  company,  to  be  repaid 
on  demand,  in  effect  represented  that 
they  had  authority  to  make  a  binding 
contract  on  behalf  of  the  company,  and 
bail  become  personally  responsible  to 
repay  the  sum  so  received. 

The    other    is    Cheri^  ▼.  CdloniaZ 
Bank    of  Australaaui  (Law  Bep.   3 
P.  C.  24),  where  two  of  the  directora 
-of  a  mining  company,  having  written 
to  the  manager  of  a  bank  a  letter  In 
which  they  stated  that  they,  as  direc- 
tors, had  *•  authorized  *•  one  Clarke  "  to 
draw  cheques  upon  the  account  of  the 
said  company,"  and  the  company  dis- 
puting their  liability,  the  bank  brought 
an  action  against  the  directors,  in  which 
they  recovered  a  verdict,  which  was  ul- 
timately 'fixed  at  the  amount  which 
became  dne  to  the  bank  in  respect  of 
sumB  overdrawn  by  the  manager  sub- 
sequent to  the  date  of  the  letter. 

Upon  these  authorities,  then,  I  think 
that,  in  respect  of  all  advances  mad^ 
by  the  bank  after  the  4th  of  July,  IS^O, 
the  Defendants,  the  directors,  are  bound, 
by  reason  of  the  authority  of  the  4th  of 
July,  1860,  to  make  good,  the  amount 
-due  to  the  bank,  incurred  upon  the 
iaith  of  that  authority. 

There  remain  to  be  considered  the 
facts  relating  to  the  transfer  to  the  two 
f  rst-named  Plaintiffs,  as  trustees  for 
the  bank,  of  the  preference  shares  and 
the  mortgages.  As  to  these,  the  Plain- 
tiffs insist  that,  having  regard  to  the 
<x)rrespondenoe  and  the  documents  I 
have  mentioned,  the  Defendants,  the 
directoTS^anS  their  secretary,  Mr.  Forbes^ 
must  be  taken  to  have  represented  as 
facts  that  the  things  which  were  so 


transferred  were  good  and  valid  secu- 
rities for  the  whole  amount  of  the  debt 
^vtich  was  due  at  the  time  of  the  trans- 
fer, and  which  still  remwns  due — such 
facts  being  in  themselves  untrue,  and 
being  known  by  the  persons  so  repre- 
senting them  to  be  untrue.    The  De- 
fendants, on  the  other  hand,  contend 
that  the  Plaintiffs  have  had  all  they 
ever  asked  for  or  expected ;  that  the 
manager  in  the  first  instance  asked  for 
the  shares,  under  the  first  Act,  which 
remained  unissued,  land  that  this  re- 
quest was  complied  with  ;  that  he  fur- 
ther required  a  transfer  of  unissued  pre- 
ference shares,  to  be  held  as  collateral 
security,  and  unissued  debentures,  as 
soon  as  the  company  were  in  a  position 
to  issue  them,  and  that  such  last-men- 
tioned shares  and  debentures  were  duly 
transferred  to  him ;  that  the  object  of 
the  bank  and  its  trustees  was  to  obtain 
dominion  over  the  shares  and  deben- 
tures, so  that  the  moneys  payable  in 
respect  of  them  could  not  be  received 
hy  the  company  without  the  knowledge 
of  the  bank,  and  so  that  such  monejrs 
should  he   applied  in  reduction  of  the 
bank's  debt ;  that  for  this  purpose  the 
manager  required  that  "  forms  *'  of  cer- 
tificates and  mortgages  should  he  lodged 
in  his  hands  as  trustee  for  the  bank,  to 
be  held  hy  him  as  collateral  security 
for  the  rejjayment  of  the  debt ;  that  he 
objected  to  the  shares  being  registered 
in  his  name,  and  required   that  they 
should  be  registered  in   the  names  of 
ivfo  of  the  directors,  and  transferred  to 
him,  and  that  such  transfer  should  be 
lodged   with  him,  together  with   the 
before-mentioned  "forms";   that  the 
bank  was  at  this  time  without  any 
security,  or  any  acknowledgment  of  the 
R2  1 
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B^a,    hind  the \««np«»y.«'^W  taJdiig  th^  letter  to.  a)iLtlif>t;i«^|tbrpreip}fKv- 

r^vsr-i      compspy'a    indebtedncM,  except   the 

•Icbit  .cfitries  io  tlie'cotnpouy'g  pass- 
book ;  and  that  tbc .  mauager  thererore 
urged  that  he  should  be  in  poesessioD  of 
the  shares  sad  dcbentureB,  aa  much 
by  way  of  ackDOwlcdgment  of  the  in- 
dcbtedneas  of  the. company  as  byway 
of  aecfirity  for  the  debL   . 

The  pcfeodants,  the  directorsi  fui- 
thpr  sl*le  tbat,  the  matter  haviog  been , 
discussed,  it  was  thought  f&ic  audequitf 
able  thiit  the  bank  should  have  the 
security,  tbef  asked  for  in  respect  of 
their  debt ;  that  the  Defendants,  Lord. 
Ebiary  and  Mr.  Dillon,  pennittjed  their 
namea  to  be  used  simply  as  trustees 
for  the,  coqipaoj  j  that  tbey  never  con- 
tracted to  become  bonS  fidt  proprietocB 
of  the  sbaiea  and  mortgages,  and  that 
it  was  understood  by  all  parties  that 
they  n(^  tO  be  indemnified  and  held 
harmless,  by  the.  oompany  and  the 
bank,, and  that  tbey  should  incur  no 
respppaibility  of  any  kind,  eithei  to 
the  compaoy.  the  bank,  lor  their  trus- 
tees.. Tbey  deny  the  re£>resentatioDa 
alleged  by  ^e  FlaiutiBs  to  have  been 
made  to  tbetn,  and  assert  that  the  bank 
and  their  trustees  were  avaie  that  no- 
thing had  been  paid,  or  was  intended 
to  be  paid,  by  Lord  Ebwry  and  Mr., 
iJiffon. 

llie  statements  I  have  referred  to 
are  denied  by  Ur.  BeattU,  in  bis  aSi- 
dsvit  made  in  the  cause,  and  ace  affirmed 
hj  the  answers  of  the  l>erendantSr  the 
contents  of  which  are  verified  by  tbeir 
respective  affidavits.  Kone  of  the  wit- 
nsBses  have  been  cross-ejiamined,  with 
the  exception  of  Lord  .Ebury,  whose 
personal  recollection  of  the  matters  in 


dispute  apijears  to  be  inipcrleot,,  bnt 
uIki  bus  admitted  that  the  BdvaDOH 
widve  maiic  upua  the  olicquw  of  the 
iiirtctor«,and  tliat  tke  shares  and  fflwl- 
;;:i.ges  were  iiauded  uver  to  prtvait  tiie 
liaukfrom  tnkiog  the  proceedings  Ibey 
hoil  coiiiuiGuccd  and  threatened  lo  pui- 
sne, !uid  aftur  he  bad  been  serred  wiili 
,\  writ  at  the  suit  of  the  bank. 

In  this  state  of  drcumaUncn,  the 
dooumeuttiry  evidence,  and  tLatuf  tlie 
uiirroundiaig  circumstancee,  is  all  tlut 
the  comjiaiiy  can  rely  upou.  On  the 
I'.irl  of  the  Plaintifis,  it  is  contended, 
lliat,  although  the  evidence  doi»  uit 
;imoiint  to  proof  of  a  verbal  or  peBUMui 
n  presentation  by  the  diruclws,  that  ilif 
tiiiiiafere  were  good  securities,  jet  tie 
documents  themselves,  the  corresinuJ- 
eute,  the  niiniites  uf  the  dir«lor^»ui 
the  acii  lliey  did,  have.tbe  eGrct  iD  lin 
of  fiving  uj-on  the  directors  a  Labiliii 
to  make  good  the  representatioi)  iherfljy 
Lonvtjtd,  that  the  instnuneats  depo- 
sIiltI  were  good  collaleral  securilj  Iw 
Ihr.  debt  due  to  the  bank. 

Tlic  question  to  l)c  detemuned  i>> 
therefore,  whether  this  oolitenticn  is 
weil  founded,  or  whether  the  view  aug- 
];p3ted  by  the  directois  in  their  aoswa 
is  that  which  the  Court  ought  to  adoiJi. 
Now  I  must  say  I  find  it  iraposaible  lu 
conclude,  froui  the  undisputed  evidence, 
ihnt  the  bank  or  their  manager  ctn 
meant  to  be  satisfied  with  the  met: 
INjssesfiion  of  "  forms  '  of  oerlifiMiea  ot 
luortgases,  or  with  anything  less  than 
available  and  substantial  secutitf  l^'r' 
tlie  amount  admitted  to  be  due  to  theu. 
Wdh  a  large  debt  owing  to  than,  ihr 
payment  of  which  had  been  delafaJ. 
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the  directors  dealt,  the  bank  nceived 
from  l}iein  any  seoiuity  whatever  7  It 
ii  admitted  that  oo  monqy  bad  been 
paid  by  the  directors  wboea  n&mea 
appeared  in  respect  of  either  the  aharee 
or  the  mortgages.  It  is  admitted  that 
the  company  bad  no  power  to  make 
any  *ach  mortgage!,  ifeithcr  claxs  of 
the  BO-caUed  securities  Is  worth  more 
than  the  paiicr  on  which  they  are 
writt«D,  and  the  wbole  of  the  dealing 
M  as  nnsoUtantial  na  a  dream- 
In  this  state  of  things,  1  am  of 
opinion  that  I  am  bound  to  say  that 
the  DefendaDte,  tho  directors,  have 
inourred  the  liability  to  j>ay,  and  that 
they  most  he  decreed  to  ]jay  to  llie 
bank,  the  whole  amonut  remaining 
due  to  them,  and  to  take  back  the 
utterly  worthless  instruments  which 
were  transferred  as  I  have  mentioned. 

The  jcompauy,  who  are  aUo  Defen- 
dants, repudiate  th«  Authority  of  the 
directors  to  issue  the  shai-cs  as  security 
to  tlie  bunk,  and  they  insist  tbat  the 
indorsement  on  the  certificates  of  trans- 
fer to  the  hank  was  vltTa  viret,-  and 
not  binding  on  the  company,  'fhey 
aaert  that  notfaii^  has  ever  been  paid 
to  them  in  respect  lA  the  shares,  and 
that  the  bank  mnst  be  taken  to  bare 
aeoepted  the  ahaivs  in  respect  of  which 
they  say  that  £20,000  is  doe  to  tho 
ccanpany ;  and  farther,  tbattbey  never 
had  power,  under  the  aecond  Act,  to 
borrow  monE^e  ttt  mortgage,  and  nerer 
authori7.ed  the  creation  of  such  mort- 
gages. They  go  further  l)ythdr  answer, 
at  coneiderable  length,  into  sovcral 
matters  relating  to  the  judgment  ol>- 

(1)  LawRep.  6Q.  B.  27e. 

(2)  IKd.  3P.C.  24. 


taincd  against  thelu  by  the  bank,  the 
validity  of  whiok  they  dispute,  md  ta 
proceedings  io  other  suits  penJiD;, 
which,  as  they  are  not  within  the  sm^. 
of  the  present  suit,  it  is  unnecesfii^'  lu 
notice  fbrther;  and  they  liave  alio  cuu- 
tended  that  the  FlaintiB's  are  not  en- 
titled to  have  their  jianips  removed 
from  the  re<^ster  of  ebareholders  in  thi.' 
company,  or  chat  if,  in  any  ereot,  ii 
should  be  hold  that  tfaeftaintiffiiaieK 
entitled,  tiiey  must  pay  the  eesta  theru- 
by  occasioned,  aud  the  company's  cosif 
of  tliia  suit. 

I  have  nothing  to  do,  at  pnetDl, 
with  any  queationa  which  may  eiiK 
or  may  arise  between  the  comjanj  and 
the  diisctocs,  bat  I  Uui^  tbe  Pbintib 
are  well  entitled  as  against  the  cim- 
pany,  in  whose  name,  under  (vhose 
seal,  iind  by  the  acts  of  whose  director 
the  levoml  dealing  with,  thaies  sad 
diebeutures  of  which  the  Plaiuli^ojui' 
plain  have  been  oooductcd,  to  di; 
relief  which  tbey  ask,  to  have  chior 
names  removed  Ihim  the  ocnupuj^i 
j«KtEter;  inanundi  oa. no. valid  coo- 
tract  ever  existed  between  the  PUinliSs 
and  the  company  in  respect  of  thotc 
dealingsi  and  theyar^  in  my  jui^ent. 
wholly  ine^tual,  and  are  to  be  tnatol 
as  never  having  taken  place. 

The  decree,  therefore,  will  oontawi' 
deolaration  to  tbe  eSect  that  dis  (nosfffs 
of  the  sharea  and  of  the  mortgtg^sby 
the  directors  to  tbe  Pluntiffs  sze  fboIlT 
null,  aod  an  order  that  they  be  ouuelkd. 
An  aooooDt  must  bo  taken  of  wUi  is 
due  Irom  the  company  to  the  bank  Icr 
principal   and   interest,  and  so  <x^ 

(S)  Amb.  770. 
i'S)  4  Dow.  Ul. 
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cases  of  dxiwot  contact  for  the  performance  of  certain  worts.  The 
orerdnnriDg  a  baakjiig  accoant  in  the  orcliiLa.Ty  ooarae  of  bustDflSB 
does  sot  come  under  the  head  of  borrowing :  /»  ry  ^^  Oileen 
Mining  Company  (1);  WaUtiow  t.  Sharp  _<2j;  ftjftg  ,fi  W6si'$ 
Com  (3) ;  so  it  is  hard  to  make  oat  any  mia-gtatemeot  at  all,  and 
if  there  wad,  it  was  a  mere  mtBrepreaentation  of  a  matter  of  law, 
and  to  such  the  doctrine  as  to  making  representation  good  does 
not  extend :  BashdaU  v.  Ford  (4). 

Then  as  to  the  other  branch  of  the  case,  we  say  that,  looking  at 
tbe  correspondence,  it  is  clear  that  the  bank  were  not  misled  by 
any  representation,  and  in  fact  only  bargained  for  this,  that  the 
xinissQed  shares  and  debentures  should  be  placed  in  their  bands  so 
tbfkt  when  they  were  issued  the  money  must  come  to  the  hands  of 
the  bank.  The  bank  perfectly  knew  that  they  were  not  at  the 
time  an  ayailable  security,  and  the  claim  made  by  this  bill  is  a 
mere  artprtlnniKlit. 

The  SolicUor-General  (Sir  Q.  Jeaaet),  Mr.  Swansion,  Q.C.,  :)Ir. 
Wood,  Q.C.,  and  Jlr.  T.  A.  Roherta,  for  tbe  Pkiutiff;— 

As  to  the  first  point,  theie  is  no  difference  in  principle  between 
ibis  case  and  Cherry  y.  Colonial  Bank  of  Australasia  (5).  Thei-e 
■was,  by  the  letler,  a  repreaentation  that  all  drafU  signed  iii  the  way 
there  mentioned  would  bind  tiie  company.  A  person  who  makes  a 
representation  must  muke  it  gooJ,  wlictlior  he  knows  it  to  be 
incorrect  or  not:  IlawUiis  v.  ]yiai;ltam  (6);  nor  ia  nn-ila  mem  o. 
necessary  ingredient  in  the  equity :  Slim  v.  Crowlier  ( t ). 


made  for  imymwitof  tlieanifptiutnliifli 

sball  br  found  duo  by  tllo  Defendnnts 

to   the  bunk,  tt^lher  with  the  PLniu- 

tiffs*  coRts  uf  thesiiit;    "od  thereupon 

ilie  CPrtidpatca  of  sliapeaniiddcbentMr-jii 

wtH   he  lU'livored  uj.  by  llie  PlHintitIa 

to  'the   pereoni   by   whi.nn   they   wcru 

ilepoBited,   without    pivjudioo   to   «ny 

qneslitjns  between  ihn  FO-Deftmlfrnta, 

It   will  be  fOTthpT  decltircl  tbut   the 

entry  of  the  uamet  of  Ilit<  I'lomtiilB  ia 

tho  rtgisti-r  of  the  L-oiiipony  wm  iro- 

jiropcrly  miulo;  nnd  grdercd  tliat  sudi 

entry  be  forthwilh  cancslleuli  aod  that 

the  DefGQdaDts  do  all  cueh  acta  u  may 


bo  noitssiity  or  roioinitc  tti  etiict  a«ch 
canoellftliDti.  ConsideringlbopMtwhioli 
httsbocQ  taker,  by  thesecrelary  in  issuing 
the  di^bcn lures, at  a  time  when  he  must 
haro  known  that  no  such  •lohentnres 
could  be  lawfully  isaucd,  I  can  give  bini 
uo  ooBl*  of  the  awt,  nor  can  J  give  nuy 
coats  la  the  Defendnnis,  the  uomi^uy. 

(1)  Law  Jior- 7  E<i.  88. 

(2)  Ibid,  a  Eq.  501. 

(3)  Ibid.  10  Eq.  312,  318.  3I». 

(4)  Ibid.  2  Bq.  750. 

(5)  Ibid.  3  r.  C.  24. 

(6)  3  De  G.  &  J.  .104^    , .  , 

(7)  ID.  !'■.  a:J.5ia. 
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'  ['ihbj  tlso  rafened  %aln  n  Gork  mud  Jtufidl  BadvM^  Omii- 
panjr(l)8iid£ueA'T.  Gmittvl  MaSaay  GomfMUff:Veneeueia  (2).] 
AS'totiieweo&d  point,  the  b&nk  bargained  ft*  secarity,  not  for 
wbifr'Iisd  only  tlie  fomof  a  weeearity,  taid  iwai,  in  fact,  wortli 
nothing':  Ckamher$  v.  Mandusitr  amd  Mi^ird  iHailwoff  Cotw 
jMHnr>(i9).  Tbe  dnectois  nprweoted  thafi'irfcatthey  were  giving 
WB8  a  Eemrity,  and  thia  lepiesentatioa  thsy  nnistmaka  goofL^i*' 

■     ■.  ■  '  ■      .  .       ,    ^  ■    ..;  -^  ..:    ^,    i 

Itlx^  Stiff,  f^C,  and  Mr.  Locot^  Webb,  fpr  tlie  conipany.       ; 

At  tlie  close  of  the  Bespoodent'.'^  argument  on  the  lltli  of  July, 
their  Lordships  adjouraed  the'  case,  stating  that  they  would  gire 
timely  notice  in  case  they  shotiM  think  it  necessary  to  BeiSr  a 
reply.'  '"    "' 


Jnl)r.29.    Sir  Gr.  M£LUsa,  IaJ.  :— 

13iu  is  a  suit  hrong^t  by  the  managers  and  one  of  the  re^atewd 
pnldic  olfficerft  of  the  Union  BanJc  of  London  agaioEt  five  direPUus 
and  tbe  aeereUaj  of  'the  Wafford  and  RickmansKorih  SaHwati 
Oomfot)^,  and  also  against  the  railway  company  itself. 

The  suit,  80  fai  ai  the  ditectors  are  concirned,  vhich  is  the  onlr 
part  (^  it  to  which  this  api>eal  relates,  is  a  claim  on  behalf  of  tb« 
"Union  Baulk  that  the  dire,  lore  may  be  made  ptrsonally  liable  for 
a  samrA  ahoot  £22,000,  it  delt  due  from  the  Watford  and  fiidt- 
matmeorik  BaiUoay  Compmi^i  to  the  bank  fi-om  their  hariiig  orer- 
drawK  theii  account 

The  olatm  is  founded  upon  this :  it  is  said  that  the  ditectors 
modal iiepnaentationa  on  the  faitli  of  which  tbe  bank  acted,  that 
those  representations  were  untrue,  and  that  consequently  thev 
must  in  thiq  Court  make  good  those  representations.  The  first 
reppeflentation,  on  which  iW  Vice-Chancellor  has  determined 
^tinst  the  direotora,  ift  a  representation  that  the  directors  had 
authority  to  bind  the  railvity  couijmny  by  entering  into  a  contract 
with  them  for  loans,  and  to  overdraw  their  account,  and  also 
a  leptesmtation  thattlie  railway  company  would  pay,  and  tliat 
these  representatioRs  wero  not  fulfilled.    The  second,  and  which, 

■  {f)'UwRep.4Ch.748.            (2)  3n.J.&S.122;  Law  Heii.  2  W.  L.  99. 
(3)  J  U.  &  S.  588,  IMP. ■■   ,  .,._..u     ;... 
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iw  w  uifi  DIM  iw  ooncemed,  is  ohviouflly  the  main  fironnd  of 
t.^e  ^suil,  is  tbat  eartein  sharas  and  debentum  weaa .  tmntfexrod 
t>y  tkamlway  campainj  to  the  Oiimi  Bank  aa  a  seeority  for 
t^Iieir  ^doh^  and  that  the  diroetoKS  re^reaoQted  tliat  they  ^m^ 
valid  «hatm  and  valid  defaBatarce  folly  paid  up  »  aa  to  form  a 
vttlidaeciuriiy  fi»?the.dabtr  whefeeaa  ia  £&ct  they  mtfe  t<rtally  impaid 
up,  and  WQ|re;^:feQiuit7  at  alL 

The  facts  a«  to  the  first  part  of  the  case  may  be  shortly  stated 
thus :  In  Jnly,  1880,  on  the  day  after  the  passing  of  the  Act  of 
Paijlian^ent.  .lyhicb  constituted  the  railway  company,  thxee  of  the 
<3irectc(r^  Messi*,  (7ary,  Cajpd,  and  fVarvnck,  signed  and  sent  to 
the  bank  the  following  document : — "  To  the  Directors  of  the  Union 
Scwik  of  London,  or  their  Manager,  at  the  Temple  Bar  Branch. 
Grentlemen — Watford  and  BiekmamuHnih  BaUtoay — Please  to 
hononr  the  cheques  of  this  company  signed  by  two  of  the  directors, 
<aiid  countersigned  by  the  secretary.  Dated  this  4th  ^July,  1860." 
One  oC  tiuBe  diitectoKs,  Mx.  Warwick,  U  not  one  of  tbs  DefandaiLts, 
aadr  TJbt,J)iOionpVfho  is  a  Deieiidant»  was  not  at  that  itime^a  direotor 
at  att; .  That  diocnineV^t  having  been  sent,  lihe  account  waa  thereby 
opened  between  the  saiiway  eompany  and  the  Uniot^.Ba$d^  and 
tbe.alk^taon  ini  the  bill  is,  ^'  The  said  Union  Bmmk  of  Londen  were 
doily  appbinled  and  became  the  bankers  of  the  company;  and,  ai 
tlte-  re^iiest  of  rthe  direeton,  paid  Tariflus  sums  ixf 'money  to  and  on 
behaff  bf  .the  oompany  and  for  the  purposes  of  the  >eompamy^  and 
bH  mach  nKmeya  ware  allied  Jbr  sudi  purposes  aocoidii^ly.? 
Tiie  bill  then  goes  on  to  state  that  the  directors  and  the  company* 
Iiavix^^  in  the  month  of  December)  1662^  beoome  laigeiy  indebted 
tA>  Aa  bank,  the  bank  required  payment.  Thus  the  bill  all^aa 
tbat;  all  the  moneys  which  were  drawn  out  wees  diawn  out  on 
b^ialf  of  the  compai^y  and  were  applied  for  the  purposes  of  the 
company*' 

Oihra  the  debt  hafii^  been  so  incurred^  for  some  part  of  tbe 
debt^^hioh  was  a  debt  for  piecise  loans,  the  dire<ttors  were  ask^ 
tO'  ^ve  aad  did  gire  theit  personal  gnarantaes,«nd  in  Marcfa|lSO&^ 
tbe  bank  sued  both  the  eompaay  and  the  dirsotors  to  reeo^ver  the 
noLoney  due^  Thereupon  the  directors  paid  a  sum  af  aboat  £10,000, 
^hich  represented  the  sum  they  bad  guaranteed^  but  for  the  rest 
of  the  money  the  bank  recorered  judgment  against  the  railway 


L.JJ. 
ISTJK 


Bbat»b 

V, 


OHANCEBY  APPEALS. 


'IT..IL 


L.  JJ.      company.    After  that  they  issued  an  elegit,  and  f hey  recoTwwl 

IS72        all  the  money  that  they  oonid  recoyer.    There  has,  it  appesra, 

Beattik     l>®s'i  *  8U'*  in  Chancery  for  the  purpose  of  administering  the  ftffiure 

_*!■         of  the  company,  and  in  that  suit,  as  well  as  in  this  soil;  the  rail- 

Ebcbi.      way  company  allege  that  they  are  not  bound  by  this  orerdnwing 

of  the  accouat,  but,  nevertheless,  up  to  the  present  time  no  bil! 

has  been  filed  to  set  aside  that  judgment,  though  it  was  obt&ined 

so  far  back  as  March,  1865. 

The  question  is,  on  those  facts,  are  the  directors  petsonallj 
liable  for  making  a  representation  to  the  manager  of  the  bank  to 
the  effect  that  they  had  pow6r  to  orerdrawthe  account,  that 
representation  being  untrae  ?  The  Yice-Chancellor  has  drilled 
that  they  are  ao  liable  on  the  authority  of  three  cases,  which  are 
all  cases  in  the  Conrte  of  Law,  and  which  come  to  this,  that  where 
an  agent  makes  a  contract  on  behalf  of  bis  principal  he  impliedly 
warrants  that  he  has  authority  to  bind  that  principal,  and  if  it 
tiu*n8  out  that  he  has  nO  authority  to  bind  his  prin<iipal,  and  Ibe 
principal  repudiates  the  obligation,  and  loss  is  thereby  ooeasioDe^, 
then  an  action  on  that  warranty  can  be  maintained.  Bnt  if  tiiose 
cases  are  examined  it  will  be  found  in  all  of  ihenn  that  tbere  was 
a  mi^irepresentation  in  point  of  feet  as  to  the  {^nt  having  power 
to  bind  his  principal,  and  though  I  have  not  found  anycase  in  the 
Conrt»  of  Law  ou  tbe  qnestion,  I  have  no  danbt  myself  "that  it 
would  be  held  that  if  there  is  no  misrepresentatioii  in  point  of  lact, 
bot'mer^y  a  mistake  or  misreprfleentationiBpointof  law,  thatis  to 
say,  if  the  person  who  deals  with  the  agent  Is  fnlly  aware  to  peint 
of  fact  «hat  the  extent  <^  the  auth<Hity  of  the  agent  is  to  bind  his 
principal,  bat  makes  a  mistake  as  to  wheth»  that  authority  is 
sufBcient  in  point  of  law  or  not,  under  those  circumBtAnces  I  hwe 
so  doubt  that  (ho  agent  would  not  be  liaUe.  For  instance,  anp- 
poang  when  an  agent  comes  and  professes  to  make  a  contract  on 
beha^  of  his  principal,  instead  of  trusting  his  representation  tbat 
he  has  power  to  bind  his  principal  the  person  detJing  with  the 
^;entt  were  to  ask  to  see  his  authority,  and' a  power  of  attorney 
executed  by  the  principal  was  shewn  to  him,  and  be  took  the 
opim'on  of  his  lawyer  as  to  whether  the  power  df  attorney  was 
sufficient  to  bind  the  principal,  and  was  advised  that  it  was  snf- 
fioient  to  bind  the  principal,  and  then  after  that  a  contract  vas 
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made,  and  it  tamed  out  when  the  point  was  nased  in  a  Court  of      L.  jj. 
I«w  that  the  power  of  attorney  was  insufficiettt— under  such  cixenm-       1872 
stances  I  am  dearjy  of  opinion  that  there  would  be  no  warrantj     b^v 
ou  the  part  of  the  agent  that  the  power  cf  attorney  was  good  in       jj^ 
point  of  Jaw.  .    Ebubt. 

I  will  shortly  state  the  three  cases  which  were  relied  upon  before 
the  Yice-Chanodlor  to  shew  that  they  all  inyolve  a  misrepresenta- 
tion in  point  of  fact.  The  first  case  mentioned  on.  the  sabjeet  was 
OoHm  V.  Wright  (1).  That  was  a  simple  case,  where  the  steward 
of  a  gentleman  executed  an  agreement  for  a  lease  in  his  name, 
and  when  a  suit  was  brought  for  specific,  performanoe  it  turned 
out  that  the  genUeman  had  never  given  any  authority  to  the 
eteward  to  make  an  agreement  for  a  lease  in  his  loiame.  Specific 
pQrf<»manoe  was  therefore  rinsed.  The  Plaintiff  then  brought  an 
d<3tion  against  the  steward  to  recover  damages,  and  was  held 
entitled  to  recover.  There  it  is  perfectly  plain  that  the  Defendant 
i^Bd  made  a  misrepresentation  in  point  of  fact. 

The  next  case  was  the  case  of  Micha/rdion  v.  WMiccmsoth  (2). 
Tjhere  the  Plaintiff  lent  £70  to  a  benefit  building  society,  and 
I'eceived  a  receipt  signed  by  the  Defendants,  as  two  of  the  diiee- 
tore,  certifying  that  the  money  had  been  lent,  and  then  it  turned 
out  that  in  point  of  law  they  had  no  power  to  borrow  money. 
3iit»  then,  their  power  to  borrow  money  depended  upon  wbeth^ 
they  had  made  a  rule  to  borrow  money,  because  a  benefit  building 
society  may  receive  money,  at  any  rate  to  a  certain  amount,  on 
deposit^  if  it  has  a  rule  enabling  it  so  to  receive  money.  Therefore 
tbat  was  taken  as  a  representation  by  the  directors  that  they  had 
suoh.  a  rule,  and  that  the  borrowing  was  within  the  rule  when»  in 
point  of  fact,  there  was  no  such  rule  at  all. 

Then  the  third  case^  and  the  one  which  I  think  has  been  prin- 
eipally  relied  upon  in  the  argument  before  us,  was  Gh&rry  v. 
Colonial  Bank  of  Amtralada  (3).  There  the  directors  of  a  joint 
stock  company  gave  authority  to  their  mauager  to  overdraw  the 
account.  If  the  facts  of  the  case  are  examined  it  will  be  found 
tbat  the  directors  had  power  to  borrow  m(Miey,  provided  they  got 
the  consent  of  a  meeting  of  the  shaareholders^  but  not  otherwise. 

(1)  8  E.  &  R  647.  (2)  Law  Rep.  6  Q.  B.  276. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  3  P.  C.  24. 
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L.  JJ.  There  was,  therefore,  a  misrepresentation  m'  point  of  fact;  becsnse 
1872       when  they  represented  tley  had  power  to  lidtrow  they  (irai<?ticslly 

Beaitii  represented  they  had  ottmhed  authority  from  a  me^tiD^  of  the 
*■         dhu^holdere  to  enable  them  to 'borrow)      '  ' 

Ebdbt.  "  Now^' although  I  iave  found  no'c^e  at  law,  fliere  ie  a"cas6  in 
ei^iitty' wliich  clearly' shews  that  tbft  rule  in  tiiis'Ciitirt  is'tliBtn 
person  cannot  be  made  liahle  for  making' a  misrepresentation 
unless  it  is  a  misrepresentation  in  point  of  fact,  and  not  merely  in 
point  of  law,  I  think  anybody  would  be  startled  if  it  was  mi 
that  if  you  asked  somebody  what  was  the  law  upon  a  particular 
point,  and  he  gave  you  his  opinion  as  to  what  the  law  was,  snii 
yon  acted  upon  it  and  altered  your  position,  a  bill  could  be 
maintained  t^ainst  him  to  make  good  the  representation,  if  his 
opinion  turned  out  to  be  wrong.  The  case  I  refer  to  is  Ba»hdaR 
V.  Ford  (1),  the  head-note  to  which  is  as  follows : — "  The  Plain- 
tiff alleged,  thai  being  desirous  of  advancing  money  on  deben- 
tures, he  applied  to  a  secretary  of  a  railway  company,  wbo 
wrote  offering  him  a  bond  of  the  company  for  £1500,  and  stating 
that  the  company  were  not  yet  in  a  position  to  issue  permanent 
debentures ;  but  that  they  expected  to  be  able  to  do  so  in  fonr  or 
five  months'  time.  With  the  letter  was  sent  a  prospectus,  from 
which  it  appeared  that  the  company  was  incorporated  by  Act  of 
Parliament,  and  that  Uiree  persons  named  were  directors.  Plain- 
tiff advanced  the  money  and  received  in  return  a  LioyfTi.  bond, 
signed  by  the  secretary,  whereby  the  company  purported  to 
acknowledge  the  debt,  and  to  covenant  to  pay  the  same  with 
interest  at  6  per  cent.  The  company  having  ceased  to  pay 
interest,  and  being  in  difiBcnlties,  Plaintiff  filed  a  bill  against  two 
of  the  three  directors,  and  the  representatives  of  the  third,  praying 
that  they  might  be  decreed  to  pay  the  amount  advanced  by  tlie 
Plaintiff,  with  interest; — Held,  that  the  principle  of  relief  on  the 
ground  of  misrepresentation  by  third  persons  did  not  extend  to  sd 
incorrect  statement  of  a  matter  of  law,  and  demurrer  by  the  repre- 
sentatives  of  the  third  director  allowed."  Now,  in  that  case,  as 
far  as  regards  there  being  a  representation  that  they  had  ■pova 
to  bind  the  company,  there  was  as  direct  a  representation  as  could 
possibly  be  conceived.  The  Plaintiff  offered  to  lend  money  to  the 
(1)  Uw  Rep.  2  Eq.  750. 
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I  b^re  stated  what  I  caoceiye  to  be  the  law  on  this  poivt,  be*, 
cause  the  Yice-Qh^ncellor  has  not  gone  into  the  question  as  to 
iv'liether  the  representationy  if  there  be  one,  by  the  directors  of  the 
company  ia^  this  case,  that  they  had  power  to  bind  the  company  by 
borrowing  money  ^nd  OTcrdrawing  the  acconnt^  was  a  misrepreeen- 
tation  of  fa^    Now,  what  do  the  words  of  the  letter  of  the  4th 
of  July,  .1860,  amount  to?    I  must  confesB  OmX  this  documaDt. 
appc^ars  to  me  nothing  but  the  common  ordinary  notice  which. 
directors  of  a  joint  stock  company  or  a  railway  company  woold 
send  when  they  intended  to  open  an  account  with  a  bank. .  Na. 
doabt  it  contains  rejwesentations  of  fiict    It  is  headed  **  WoJ^fcrd^ 
an£L  ^ickmanmporth  BaUway  \    that  is  a  representatian  that  the 
railwaj-  conipany  had  obtained  their  Act  of  Parliament,  and  was 
an  inaorporated  railway  oomiMmy.    It  is  signed  by  three  directors  ;. 
that  10  a  representation  that  those  three  persons  are  directors;  awl 
I  tiimk  when  it  sayi^  ''Fleaae  to  honour  the  dieques  of  this  com^ 
pan  y  signed  by  two  of  the  directors,  and  ooontersigned  by  the 
secretary,"  that  is  a  representation  that  the  directois  had  agreed 
to  open  an  wseount  with  the  TntM  BamK  ^^  ^bat  the  cheques 
wfaiMch  woald  be  drawn  upcm  that  account  wonid  be  signed  by  two 
of  the  directors  and  the  secretary.    Does  it  represent  anything 
mose  ?     Tniat  does  it  represent  respecting  the  authority  of  the 
directors  to  orerdraw  ?    Does  it  represent  more,  or  could  it  be 
nnderstood  by  the  manager  of  the  bank  to  represent  more,  than 
that  they  had  the  ordinary  authority,  whatever  that  may  he,  aC 
railway  direetom  to  bind  the  company  ?     It  surely  does  not  repre— 
sent,  and  conid  not  be  iairly  or  properly  understood  to  mean,  that; 
the  directors  of  the  Watford  and  Bithmanrnfforih  Batlitay  Cbrnpcuaj^ 
had  some  power  to  bind  their  company  bey(md  that  which  tH^ 
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oompany,  and  the  company  said.  We  will  give  you  a  lioycTs  bond  ^  'JJ- 
»s  security,  and  they  gave  him  a  Lloyd's  bond  as  security.  Accord-  1872 
1  wig  to  the  authorities,  that  was  a  representation  that  they  had 
power  to  bind  the  company  by  a  JJoyds  bond,  but  because^  as  a 
'^^tter  of  law,  a  JJoycTs  bond  is  not  a  good  instrament  binding 
Tipon  the  qomp^y  when  it  is  given  for  money  borrowed,  and  as  it 
^^was  as  much  the  bosiness  of  the  Plaintiff  as  of  the  directors  to 
know  what  the  law  was,  it  was  held  that  no  suit  oould  b^  maja- 
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L.  JJ.        directors  of  other  railway  coinjumies  in  the  kingdom  have.     It  ap- 

1872        pears  to  me  that  there  is  iio  representation  made  respecting  the 

Be&ttib     authority,  except  that  thej-  were  directors  of  the  railway  corapaDv, 

jj^       and  therefore  had  such  autliority  as  the  directors  of  a  railway  com- 

'Emmr.      pany  hare,  and  I  cannot  think  that  the  manager  of  the  bank 

understood  it  in  any  other  sense.     Then  if  that  was  so,  there  b  no 

misrepresentation  in  point  of  fact  in  the  document,  and  that  is  an 

answer  in  my  opinion  to  the  first  ground. 

I  am  not  quite  certain  whether  the  Vice-Chaucellor  did  not 
think  that  there  was  a  representation  that  the  company  would  pay, 
BO  as  to  make  them  liable  u])on  the  misrepresentation  simply  be- 
cause they  have  not  paid.  I  do  not  say  that  with  certain^,  for 
after  reading  his  judgment  I  am  not  quite  clear  what  the  ground 
was  on  which  he  really  proceeded.  If  he  did  proceed  on  that 
ground,  I  should  remark  that  there  is  a  clear  difference  between  a 
'  misrepresentation  in  point  of  fact,  a  representation  that  something 

exists  at  that  moment  which  does  not  exist,  and  a  representation 
that  something  will  be  done  in  the  future.  Of  course,  a  represen- 
tation that  something  will  l.e  done  in  the  future  cannot  either  be 
true  or  false  at  the  moment  it  is  made,  and  although  you  may  call 
it  a  representation,  if  it  h  anything,  it  is  a  contract  or  promise. 
The  directors  cannot  be  liahle  on  the  ground  that  the  companv 
have  made  default,  and  have  not  paid  the  amount,  unless  accord- 
ing to  the  true  construction  of  this  document  it  amounts  to  a 
guarantee.  It  is  perfectly  plain  that  it  does  not  amount  to  a 
guarantee,  and  moreover  I  think  it  perfectly  plain  that  the  Unhn 
Sank  neyer  considered  it  to  amount  to  a  guarantee,  for  when  thev 
wanted  a  guarantee  from  the  directors  (nnd  for  a  very  considerable 
part  of  the  sum  they  did  require  the  guarantee  of  the  directors), 
they  asked  them  to  give  &  .^icparate  guarantee,  which  shews  that 
unquestionably  they  never  rolied  on  this  document  as  a  guarantee. 

If  it  were  necessary,  there  appears  to  me  to  be  another  answer 
to  this  part  of  the  case,  viz.,  that  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that 
the  directors  had  not  ponor'  to  hind  the  company;  and  at  all 
events  there  is  nothing  fci  shew  that  the  bankers  have  not  got 
all  the  benefit  which  they  would  have  had  if  the  directors  had 
had  power  to  bind  the  company.  The  SSolicitor-General,  as  I 
understood  him,  put  his  argument  thus;  He  said  that  director 
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-caxinot  bind  their  company  by  borrowing  money,  even  from  a  bank, 
but  they  may  bind  them  by  drawing  cheques  in  JMiyment  of  debts 
^which  have  been  properly  incurred,  although  the  account  is  thus 
overdrawn.     Whether  that  is  a  correct  statement  of  the  law  or 
not,  I  do  nqt  think  it  necessary  in  thia  case  to   give  any  opinion, 
i>ecause  tlje  authorities  on  the  subject  do  not  agree  very  well  with 
•each  other,  and  the  question  is  one  of  considerable  diflSculty ;  but 
45  apposing  that  to  be  the  law,  there  is  not  the   slightest  evidence 
that  the  directors  made  any  misrepresentation  i^  point  of  fapt. 
^Whenever  the  company  told  the  bank  they  wanted  a  loan  they 
made  a  loan  j  and  in  the  pass-book,  when  they  were  loans,  they 
were  headed  "  Loans,"  and  it  is  by  no  means  dear  that  the  whole 
of  the  loans  have  not  been  repaid  by  the  directory,     la  respect 
of  the  other  sums,  there  is  not  an  atom  of  evidence  to  shew  that 
the  whole  of  those  other  sums  which  were  not  direct  loang  were 
not  overdraftfit  which,  according  to  the  rule  laid  down  by  the 
Solicitor-General,  would  be  perfecUy  legaJ,  viz.^^  drafts  drawn  to 
pay  the  debts  due  by  the  company.     In  fact»  the  bill  alleges 
that.th^y  if  ere  so,  and  therefore  there  is  no  case  made  upon  that 

:groimd. 

A^ain,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the  bank  ^rought  their  action, 
recovered  judgment,  and  issued  execution  against  the  coippany. 
AVhat  further  benefit  could  they  have  obtained  bad  it  been  per- 
fectly clear  that,  the  directors  had  power  tQ.  bind  th^  company? 
Seven  years  have  elaps^,  and  I  should  be  very  m^ch  surprised 
if  aft^r  such  ft  lapse  of  time  as  this  a^iy  bill  would  be .  success- 
ful wbict  might  be  filed  by  any  shareholder  of  the  comp^'y  for 
tlie   purpose  of  setting  aside  that  judgment— a  perfectly  honest 
judgment— for  a  debt  for  which  the  company  had  received'  full 
consideration.     It  appears  to  me,  for  that  reason  also,  that  the 
directors  are  not  liable  on  the  first  ground  on  which  th^  Vice- 
Otaucellor  rested ;  for  supposing  them  to  have  represented— which, 
in  my  opinion,  they  did  not— that  the  directors  had  power  to  bind 
-tlie  company  by  borrowing  money,  the  bank  have  not  sustained 
damage  to  the  amount  of  a  shilUng  by  the  absence  of  such  a 
power,  uiasmuch  as*  they  have  had  every  remedy  against  the 
oompany  which  they  could  have  had  if  such  power  had  existed. 
The   second  ground  upon  which  the   Plaintiffs  rely  is   this : 
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L.  JJ.      tary's  letter,  which  is  giren  abore.]    I  canQot  coDoeire  this  to- 

1872        mean  aDythiog  more  tfaan  what  I  have  said,  that  the  btnk  was  to 

j^^g     have  the  power  o[  issniDg  the  shares  and  d^wntsrea  bo  as  to 

"■         obtain  the  monejr  which  the  public  might  gire  on  taking  themnp. 

Kbvbt.  The  next  letter  is  one  from  Hr.  £«aMw, 'dated  the  22od  of  Jawi- 
ary,  1864,  after  the  second  Act  had  been  obtained : — [His  Lordship 
read  this  letter,  and  the  letter  ^m  BeoHU  of  the  8th  of  Deeomber, 
ISH  the  minate  of  Uie  9tb  of  December,  1864,  and  the  letter  of 
the  20th  of  December,  1864,  from  Forbes  to  Beaitie.'] 

Now  what  is  the  bargain  made  in  that  la^t  letter?  Bdiaoce 
was  placed  on  the  use  of  the  word  ' '  transfer  "  in  tbe  proposal  made. 
"  I  hare  been  directed  to  apply  to  you  for  a  transfer  of  at  least 
£20,000  of  the  unissued  preference  shares."  Who  were  to  execDte 
the  transfer  ?  No  doubt  the  company.  The  letter  is  written  to 
the  secretary.  There  is  not  a  word  in  these  letters  that  I  oan  see 
from  beginning  to  end  which  raises  any  su^estion  that  either  the 
directors  or  any  one  else  were  to  come  under  any  personal  lialnlity. 
If  what  -was  understood  was,  that  some  person  who  had  paid  foil 
ralue  or  had  giren  fall  consideration  Iras  to  gire  up  his  owb  pro> 
perty  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  bank,  surely  it  would  have 
been  stated  in  plain  terms.  When  we  find  letters  written  by  tbe 
monger  of  the  bank  simply  asbingthe  directors  in  th«r  ohameter 
of  directors  of  tbe  railway  company  to  gire  seaority,  sat«)y  that 
must  mean  such  sectarity  as  the  directors  in  tlit-Jr  character  of  direc- 
tors can  gire.  It  was  quite  obvious  that  the  company  had  n» 
power  to  pay  up  their  own  shares  and  to  transfer  them  as  paid  up. 
All  that  they  could  do  was  to  give  the  bank  the  power  of  iasning 
the  shares,  so  that  when  the  shares  \Ycre  talien  up,  if  they  ever 
were  taken  up,  the  money  would  come  into  the  bank.  It  may 
be  quite  true  that  it  was  a  VL'ry  imperfect  security  ;  there  ia 
nothing  to  shew  that  the  bank  did  not  treat  it  as  a  rery  imperfect 
security,  they  gare  no  oonsidi?ration,  they  did  not  bargain  to  giTi? 
any  time,  and  in  point  of  fact  tliey  did  not  give  aoy  time  (for 
these  letters  baring  been  written  in  1SG4,  and  the  transaction  com- 
pleted in  January,  1865,  the  bud;  commenced  tfieir  action,  and  get 
their  judgment  ift  March  foUi»\iiig}.  They  were  simply  askiD" 
the  company  to  give  such  security  as  they  could.  Then,  if  we 
look  at  the  answer  of  the  secretary  the  matter  appears  to  be  made 
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perfectly  clear,  for  he  baa  traofilated  the  expressioa  "  traiieferred       l.  jj. 
into  the  joijit  names  of  myaeJf  and  Mr.  Barloa  "  aa  follows :  "  I  am       i8T2 
instnieted  to  infona  yon  that  they  (the  directors)  will  have  ao  objec-     ijutti& 
tion  to  carry  oat  the  arraagetneot  you BUggest,  and  have  instructed       j^^ 
me  to  allot  the  shares  you  name  to  Mr.  Barton  and  yonrself."     It      "E^^- 
■waa  theiefore  understood  that  the  shares  were  to  come  direot  from 
the  company.    The  shares  and  dehentuieB,  however,  were  not  in 
fact  allotted  dicect  to  the  manager  of  the  hank,  but  were  first 
allotted  to  Lord  Ebuty  and  Mr.  Dillon,  and  perhaps  it  is  right  to 
shew,  as  far  as  it  can  be  don^  bow  that  camo  to  pass. 

I  may  observe  that  on  the  2Sth  of  December,  whilst  these  nego- 
tiations were  going  on,  Mr.  Dobis,  the  solicitor  of  the  bank,  wrote  a 
letter  to  the  secietary  simply  demanding  payment  of  the  moitey. 
Then  on  the  3rd  of  Janiwry  there  is  this  letter  from  the  secretory 
of  the  railway  company  toBeartw: — [His  Lordship  read  the  letter.] 
Now  looking  to  this  letter,  when  the  secretary  says:  "I  pro- 
pose, as  the  conise  nsoally  adopted  in  such  cases,  to  register  the 
shares  in  the  names  of  two  of  the  dipectora  of  the  company,  who 
will    execute  a  transfer  of  them  to  you,"  could  Mr,  BeaUU,  or 
any  one  who  understood  the  letter  and  read  the  letter  have  poe- 
sibly  supposed  that  these  two  directors  were  to  pay  full  value  for 
the  ehaies.     That  is  what  the  Plaintiffs  now  contend  for — their 
case  being  that  Lord  Mwry  and  Mr.  DSlon,  the  two  directors  into 
-whose  names  these  shores  were  transferred,  and  from  them  ttans- 
fened  to  the  two  manners  of  the  bank,  represented  tha4>  they  had 
given  full  value  for  those  shares.    Bat  when  we  look  at  the  words, 
"  I  propose  as  the  ooprae  usually  adopted  in  such  cases  to  register 
the  shares  in  the  names  of  two  of  the  directors,"  can  any  one  pos- 
sibly suppose  that  those  two  directors  had  paid  up  the  full  amount 
of  the  shares  and  debentures  ?    The  next  letter  is  this,  from  Mr. 
BeaOie  :—'•  In  reply  to  your  letters  of  the  Sri  and  9th  inst,  I  beg 
to  say  I  am  quite  prepRred  to  accept  the  shares  and  debentures  as 
collateral  secnrity  pending  yoM  disposal  of  them.    In  no  otJier 
light  would  they  be  taken  by  the  benk."    Does  ncA  this  shew 
that  tite  bank  perfectly  understood  the  proposal  in  the  seusQ 
now  contended  for  by  tho  Defendants,  for  ths  bank  in  fact  say  by 
this  letter:  «  You  may  transfer  the  shares  and  debentures  into  the 
names  of  trustees  for  us,  and  if  you  dispose  of  them  then  the  p^r-^ 
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L.  JJ.  sons  who  give  the  money  for  them  will  come  to  oa  and  get  the 
1872  transfer  fnnn  oar  trustees,  and  so  the  money  will  oome  to  db."  I 
Bsatth  cannot  hnt  think  that  if  there  had  been  any  doabt  tipet)  any  of 
y*^  the  otlier  letters  that  lait  letter  woold  have  made  the  matter  quite 
Ebcbt.      clear. 

Then  we  have  a  letter  from  the  BeiM«tary  of  the  railway  com- 
pany to  Mr.  BeaUie  on  the  ISth  of  Jaanary : — -[His  Loidi^p  reftd 
that  letter.]  It  is  quite  impossible  that  that  letter  or  the  headiog  of 
the  document  eonld  alter  the  bargain  and  the  nndertaking  con- 
tained in  the  prerioos  letters. 

Reliance  was  placed  on  the  form  of  the  certificates  and  the  form 
of  Uie  debentures.  The  certificates  are  in  a  form  which  does  not 
shew  whether  they  are  paid  up  or  not.  The  debentnres,  no  doubt, 
are  in  the  common  form,  as  if  they  were  paid  np^ -which  debentures 
always  are.  I  think,  indeed,  that  if  the  directors  had  sold  these 
aharea  and  debentnres  in  the  market  there  would  hare  been  an 
implied  warranty  that  they  would  have  been  available  as  ahaKs 
and  debentures,  and  that  they  were  paid  up ;  but  I  think  that  here 
the  terma  of  the  negotiation  between  the  parties  exclude  any 
such  warranty. 

The  conclusion  I  come  to  upon  the  whole  of  this  case  is,  that 
from  the  beginning  to  the  end  Mr.  BeattU  knew  tlie  whole  circum* 
stances  of  this  railway  company  just  as  much  as  the  directors 
themselves  knew  them ;  that  there  was  do  concealment  from  him, 
and  that  there  was  no  deception  in  point  of  fact,  and  no'  mistake  in 
point  of  factL  Whether  there  was  any  mistake  in  point  of  Uff, 
whether,  for  instance,  either  party  supposed  that  these  might  be 
treated  as  paid-up  shares  and  paid-up  debentures,  although  they 
were  not  paid  up,  I  do  not  know ;  but  it  appears  to  me  that  Ur. 
BeatHe  must  have  known  from  the  natnre  of  the  transacUon  the 
real  state  of  the  facts. 

I  do  not  go  into  the  evidence,  which  is  somewhat  conttsdictory, 
as  to  what  passed  at  interviews  between  Mr.  Beattte  and  Mr.  Forbei. 
1  think  this  case  is  to  be  decided  on  the  written  documents  which 
were  shewn  to,  seen  by,  and  acted  upon  by  the  directors,  and  that 
it  is  wholly  immaterial  to  consider  what  passed  between  the  secre- 
tary and  the  manager  in  private. 

No  doubt  the  directors  had  not  power  to  issue  debentures,  be- 
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OAuee  tbey  iiad  not  got  a  certificate  from  a  magistrate^  aixi  they 

oopld  not  get  &  oeitificate*  until  the  shares  were  pAJd  up ;  but  in 

my  opioipn  Mri  iBe^t^He  knew  that  these  shares  were  not  paid  tip, 

a^Tid,  tJbierefoare  knew  that  in  point  of  law  the  time  bad  not  c6me 

wlien  the  debentures  could  be  issued.     Upon  the  whole,  therefore, 

Z  bftye  coia4  to  the  cbncluflion  that  the  directors  did  not  make  any 

misrepr^fidnlation.in  point  of  fact,  and  that  the  manajgers  of  the 

ITftion  JBmnk  were  not  deceived  by  any  alleged  misrepresentation ; 

t^liat  consequently  the  ease  against  the  directors  fttils,  and  as 

ctgalnst  the  directors  who  have  appealed  the  biU  must  be  dimissed 

with:  costs. 

Sib  W.  M.  Jam£3,  L  J. : — 

I  ana. entirely  o£  the  same  opinion. 

*  t  »  ♦ 

Solicitors :  Mr.  PoW^;  H^jssis,  JSaxfer,  Ro^,  Norfc^ti^  Cb. ;  Mr^ 
W.  Clarke. 


811 


L.JJ. 
1872 


Bkattif 

Lord 
Ebcky 


■  I 


,  y 


EKD  OF  VOL.  VII. 


Vol-.  VII. 


3  T 


i 


ini 


INDEX. 
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See  Dbpeatino  and  delating  Obeditobs. 
AOCZFTAVGE  07  BEAJUBS—Aeceptanee  by  Letter 
— Revoeationr— Allotment  of  Shares— Delegation  of 
Power— New  Condition,']  A  contract  is  complete 
-when  a  letter  has  been  posted  accepting  an  offer 
which  can  be  accepted  by  letter  bo  sent.— A  letter 
of  application  for  shares  in  a  company  was  put 
into  the  post,  and  was  dnly  received  by  the 
directors.  A  committee  appointed  by  the  direc- 
tors  alloted  100  shares  to  the  applicant,  a^dtHe 
secretary  of  the  company  put  mto  the  post  a 
letter  addressed  to  the  appUcant  informmg  ^ 
that  the  shares  had  been  alloted  to  him,  and  t^t 
lO  per  cent,  interest  would  be  charged  on  the 
l>alaiice  due  in  respect  of  the  shares.  The  letter 
was  didy  received  by  the  applicant,  but  before  he 
received  it  he  had  sent  by  post  a  letter  dechmng 
to  accept  any  shares :— BeW,  that  the  contract 
was  completed  when  the  letter  announcmg  the 
allotment  of  the  shares  was  put  into  the  pojt  :— 
JETelcl,  that,  under  the  articles  of  association  of  the 
company,  the  allotment  of  shares  by  a  committee 
instead  of  by  the  whole  board  of  directors,  was 
<va.lid : — ^flelithat  the  provision  for  payment  of 
interest  on  the  balance  was  not  a  new  term 
introduced  into  the  contract.— Decision  oiMaUne, 
V-0-,  aflarmed.— DttfOop  v.  Higgins  (1  H .  L.  O. 
3S1^  discussed.— BiitMA  and  American  Telegraph 
CknntH^ny  v.  Colson  (Law  Rep.  6  Ex.  108)  disap- 
proved of.  In  re  Imperial  Land  Company  oj 
5{f  ftTgff^TT.T.TM.  Habeis*  Case  -  -  «>87 
iLOCOlCXOD ATIOH  HIIX8— Proof  against  drawer 

—Letter  of  credit— Double  proof        99 

See  Letteb  or  Gbedit. 
^AjOOOiniTB— Agent  and  principal — Composition 

deed  -         -         -         ',      *^ 

See  Bankbtjttct  JuBiSDicnnoN.    1 

^eXKOWLEDOKSNT   BY  XABBIBD  WOMAH 

T'avoer  to  eonirad  —  Real  Estate  —  Aeknow- 

d    Deed    not    in    Form    a   DispotUion   by 

,  —  Severeion-S  &  4  TfiH.  4,  c.  74.  «.  77.] 

deed  of  separation  made  between  a  hus- 

v.AA<x   and  a  wife    and    trustees,  and  duly  oc- 

^lo^ledged  by  the  wife,  it  was  agreed  tiiat  the 

^^e  should  hold  all  the  real  and  personal  estate 

«£  tlie  husband  ond  wife,  or  either  of  thwn  in 

^o-l&t  of  the  wife,  as  her  separate  property,  and 

^£„ild  have  power,  by  will,  to  devise  or  bequeath 

♦lie  same.    The  husband  then  purported  to  con- 

Vol..  VII.-OH.  8 


ACKVOWLSDGXZn  BY  MATlRnn)  WOICAIT— 

continued. 
vey  to  a  trustee  all  such  real  and  P^"*"!^  estete, 
to  be  held  upon  corresponding  trusts  i—Heid,  that 
though  the  wife  did  not  expressly  convey  real 
estate  vested  in  her,  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
deed  that  she  should  have  power  to  diapoee  there- 
of as  if  she  was  unmarried,  and  accordingly  that 
a  certain  estate  of  which  a  trustee  was  seised  in 
trust  for  her  separate  use  during  her  life,  wim 
remamder  to  hereelf  in  fee,  passed  by  her  will. 
A  married  woman  may  pass  her  separate  real 
estate  by  deed  or  will  as  a  feme  tele. — ^Decree  of 
the  Master  of  the  Bolls  affirmed.  Pbide  v,  Bubb. 

[^ 

AXWJIEBCSSCE — ^Novation  of  contract-        651 
See  Novation  or  Contbact. 

ACT  OT  BAHKBUFTOY — ^Assignment  of  all  debt- 
or's property         -         80,  214,  808,  686 

See  Assignment  of  all  Dbbtob'b  Pbo- 

PEBTT.      1 4. 

Absenting  himself    -  -  .         188 

See  Defeatino  and  delatinq  Cbeditobs. 

AD  MEDIUIC  ULUX  YUB— Bight  of  landowner 
See  Soil  of  Hiohwat.  [421 

ADIQHBnrRATIOH— Loan  to  executors — Bankers 
See  Bankebs'  Acxx)unt.  [128 

ADY ABCEKEKT —  Will  —  Ademption  —  Advances 
to   Chddren — Double  Portions — Residue — Widow 
and    Children.']    A    testator  directed  his  trus- 
tees to  pay  the  income  of  one   moiety  of  his 
residuary  estate  to  his  widow    during  her  life, 
and   to   divide   the  other   moiety  between   his 
children  in   equal    shares,  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon.   Advances  were  made  by  the  testator  to 
Bome  of  his  children  after  the  date  of  his  will  :— 
Held  (affirming  the  decision  of  Bacouy  V.C,  that 
the  advances  could  only  be  brought  into  account 
for  the  benefit  of  the  cmldren  a.moiig  themselves, 
and  that  the  widow  was  not  entitled  to  have  her 
income  increased  by  having  the  advances  brought 
into  account  in  estimating  the  ree&due.—  Moniewre 
V.   GuedaUa  (1  D.  F.  &  J-  93)    distinguiBhed. 
Meinebtzagen  v.  Waltbbe  -  -        670 
Purchase  of  commiflsio^        -  -        72t 

See  Failube  of  Pubpobk  oi-  Gift. 
Statute  of  Limitations  -  -        17 

See  LiMiTATioNB.  Statutk  of.    1. 

AITIDAVIT— Costs  of  perusing — ^Three  counflel 
fiije  Taxation  OF  Costs.     2.  .618 

U  1 


81*  INI 

HfWnHTn — eontinued. 

— — OmiBnon   or  jnmt— CommitUl  of  bankm pt 

See  Ajtidatit  without  Jdut.  ttB 

ATTIDATIT  WITEOirT  JUEAT— OnmniUoI.]     A 

VKTmot  for  the  oonunittal  of  t,  Iwuknipt  was 
expieBMd  to  be  made  on  the  reading  of  the 
afflditTitB  tUeieio  referred  to.  The  ComDii«aioDer 
before  whom  one  oF  tbeeo  affidavita  vrb  awom  bud 
ommitled  to  aign  the  jurat  : — Held,  that  the 
warrant  mnat  be  diBcharged,  and  that  the  Court 
-could  not  enter  into  the  question  whether  thera 
via  enough  in  the  other  affldavita  to  aupport  it, 
nnd  thSit  the  defect  could  not  be  onred  b;  the 
ComminioDer  aJgning  the  jnnt  in  Oourt  on  the 
hearing  of  the  application  to  diechuge  the  war- 
rant.  Ex  parte  Hbymanv.  In  re  HsTXAmr.  4U 
AFTKB-AoanlSXD  FBOPXaTT—  UncoTtiflcated 

banknipt  -  .  .  ISO 

See  Uncebti  nc ated  Bahkbcft. 
AOEITT — AocountH^CompoBition  deed  exoontod 

br  principal  -  -  -         81 

See  Banercptct  Jibibdictioii.   1. 
UknageT  of  company — BepAjment  oTmoDey 

borrowed  -         -         -         -        U7 

Bee  BciLDiKO  Socibtt. 
A^nntKirwrr — Committee  of  lunatic — Iica«e  B89 

See  AoBZEHXNT  bt  Cohvittex. 
Corporation — Not  under  m^  -         MS 

See  COHTEAOT  BY  GOBKIBiTIOII. 

Letter — Agreement  for  lease  -         406 

Sm  AaoKiMan  by  Lettkbs. 

Railway  compan}' — Additional  land         )64 

Bob  Dphation  op  AoHEBHnrP, 
AOEKEUKTBT  COmiTTEE— Lunaey— Fnuv 
tirt — Juritdietion — Lean.']  A  gentleman  entered 
into  an  arrangement  by  letter  with  the  land  agent 
who  aoted  for  the  committee  of  a  lunatic's  eatate, 
to  take  s  leaae  of  part  of  the  estate  for  a  term  of 
three  yeuB.  No  formal  agreement  was  entered 
into,  nor  wai  the  aanctioDDf  the  Hester  in  Lunacy 
applied  for,  but  the  tenant  waa  let  into  poweedoo, 
and  expended  a  coniiderable  sun  in  repair*  and 
imptoTemeDts.  AfterbebadbeenDCAtlyei^hleen 
months  in  posaowion,  the  committee  gave  him  aii 
moDtha'  notice  to  quit,  npoa  which  he  applied  by 
Petition  to  have  the  terms  of  his  Brrengcment 
with  the  agent  carried  into  effect : — Held,  that  the 
Court  had  jurisdiction  to  make  an  order  giving 
effect  to  thatanangement;  and  order  aocordmglT. 
Jn  re  VIykvb  -----  8S9 
AaBEEMZHT  BT  LETTEB8— Afnnarandum  t'n 
Wnling— Statute  of  Fravdt.}  The  Plaintiff,  in  a 
bill  for  specific  performance  of  an  agreement  to 
take  a  lease  of  a  bouse,  alleged  and  produced  evi- 
dence of  a  verbal  agreement  which  was  dented  by 
the  Defendant.  In  order  to  take  the  case  oat  of 
the  StaiuU  of  Fraudi,  the  PlainlilT  rcUed  on  a 
letlOT  written  by  the  Defendant,  in  which  the 
Defendant  agreed  to  take  the  house  for  seven 
years  on  certain  terms,  but  in  which  the  day  of 
the  commencement  of  the  lease  was  not  men- 
tioned; and  on  another  letter  from  the  Defendant 
mentiODing  the  day  of  commencement,  and  adding 
terms  to  whicli  the  Plainlilf  did  not  a«7ee  : — 
.ffrtlil,  Uiat  there  waa  no  memorandum  of  agree- 
ment sbScient  to  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the 

Me  of  frauds.— Decree  of  the  Master  of  the 

laaffin     ■     " 


Bollaa 


irmed.    Nebhah  v.  Ssut. 


AUIOUiTI — Gill  to  charitable  object  ot  pu 
ticnlar  society.        -        -       -   IT 

See  iMFEsncT  Dbscbiftioi  orCsiim 
AH  Jl  KIT  I — Life    insnranoe  comiaef— Tnnib 
ofbniiuias  -  -         .        •    M 

j8m  Novation  of  Cosrwcr. 
UnmUJMQ  ADJUSICAtlOK-^fitutriHibT- 
Equiidble  Ormaidt  —  Intention  to  mam 
ChaiKery  Suit — Banlmiplry  of  ft'eit  Frinii 
Batikmpl^  Ad,  1869,  i.  8.]  A.,  ibo  «» 
PlaintilT  in  an  administration  niit,  and  tin  ne 
friend  of  the  infant  co-Plainliffi,  «u  ordcied 
pay  the  costs  of  certain  iuterlocutory  praotdiii 
in  the  suit  to  the  Defendants.  IV  numsyr 
being  paid,  the  Defendants  took  oal  a  <)r1ii 
stuomotis  against  X,  and  obtained  sn  idjndint. 
of  bankruptcy  against  her: — Held,  Ibst  1 
bankruptcy  of  the  next  friend  would  not  tm^air. 
the  Chancery  suit,  and  theccfoie  tbere  vit 
equitable  ground  of  ciefence  to  the  adjodiisli™ 
bankmptoy.  Whether  the  old  rule  as  to  My. 
proceeding!  or  armulling  the  adjudicstion 
equitable  nounds,  is  applicable  to  procwdii 
under  the  Bavkniptcy  Jjsl,  1869,  qam ;  but  if 
the  qnestion  onght  to  be  raised  bj  ipeci&liirrli 
tion  and  not  by  way  of  defence  to  theadjudial: 
Ex  parte  CiiAitoit.    Jn  r«  Ci-aitok, 


Costs  of  three  connBel  -        -       - 

See  TjutinoH  of  Cobtb.    1. 

Bankruptcy — Enlargement  of  time— Ap 

from  part  of  order 

See  Atfeal  ra  Bakkrciiot. 

Person  not  a  party  to  snit 

See  Tacatios  or  Ihrouikki. 

Trivial  Mnoont  _         .        - 

See  An>KAL  fob  Small  Avoan. 

-^  mnding-np— SubmiBBJOQ  to  Judge  - 
See  Apfsal  mosi  Priraipsiow  to  Ji  f 

APFZAI    FOS    BKAIX    AXOmn-rnWi 

SolieitOT — lAen  on  I'li'i-rriy    rtfoeerfd—^  • 


Vict.    I 


127,  . 


applied  to  tiie  Court  {• .„_ 

payable  to  his  client  fir  the  nmountot  bis  i 
whioh  amounted  to  i;i  i.*!).  The  spiiliu 
having  been  refused,  the  aolicilar  appBaled  b 
Lords  JoBtJiMa.— The  Lords  JnaticM  idn 
entertain  an  appeal  for  ao  trifling  aa  smu 
althooghitwasatated  tlwt  itWMarsDieseiil 
caae,  which  would  gorem  many  otlici*. 
Natiomal  Abickakci  and  Ihvieticxmt  Au 
Tios.    lareCBOBB      -  _  -         - 


'mam 

ip — Bight  of  ApptaL]  Qneation*  Wving  i 
between  the  official  liquidator  of  a  ecniiany 
mortgagee  with  whom  the  trosteM  W  d^ 
deeds  belcmging  to  the  oompany,  with  respi 
the  validity  of  the  aeonriiy,  the  partiea  sign 
agreement  that  their  rights  ahoold  be  delen 
in  a  Bummuy  way  by  the  Judge  tteling  i 


CJa.  Toi.  vnj 


S  TO  untas—eoKt. 

*?*tter  of  the  winding-np ;— flaW,  on  the  con- 
™«T>ctioii  of  the  Bgreement,  that  this  wm  a  Bubmia- 
^^^  to  the  Jadge  personally,  and  that  no  appeal 
.J^Id  be  bmaght  to  the  Court  of  Appeil  in 
^*>*iicery.  In  re  Ddhham  Codntt  PmunniT 
"•■WKriT  BuiLDnra  SociKTT.  ^"3!  parte  Wilboh  (IB 

**FRiL   nr    BAirniirpTcr— ProdiM— ^p- 

^t?*  /™m  i-arf  o/  a»  Ord^-Libttiy  to  a™^ 
r.'l^^  "eentu-one  JJaytSaiikruptcy  Rules,  1870, 
^r*«  143.]  When  an  appeal  ia  brought  from  part 
-^jj"""-  order  in  bankruptcy  tho  whole  oaso  is  not 
t*n  to  tho  Be«pondent :  bat  if  he  wiahaa  to  com- 
Q^  *^**  of  another  part  of  the  order  ho  mnst  preient 
^.^roaa-appeal.  'WherB  the  Appellant  had  not 
Z^.  ""^^  °'  "?**^  °°'''  *^®  '**'  <*"y  allowed 


1        'lie  pvirpoee,  Ibe  Conrt  gave    the  Bespondent 
r^,-    ^  to  present  a  cross-appeal,  thongh  the  time 
■^^j,^    appalling  had  eipirod.     £. 
^^^"^  OoMPAHT.    JnrePaiLUFS 


.Ex  parte  KrTKTOM 


OF  BXW  TBTTBTXE  - 


■eft^^^WTMOT! ,„.- 

^^^^SeHvor—DeoA  of  SoUFlnintiff  after  Deem 

*»*^^~"'  to proetedmOioui  Bepreaentativeof  Plain- 
tEe  ?  *  16  Vict.  e.  86,  t.  M.]  A  teomt  for  life, 
*rter^'^  i*laintiff  ia  an  admioiBtrati 


:,"!." 


_, ,.  , J  remaining  due 

-^t  J,        He  left  a  will,  appointing;  an  eloontor; 

^be  (>f  s^ooutor  died  without  proving  the  will. — 

n  the  applicfttioQ  a£  one  of  the  De- 


fo^^Or 

*to^^t8,  made  an  o'rtler  to  revive  tho  suit  against 
■^f  tv'oer  UefendanlH,  without  any  representalive 
^tty  ^  originni  Plaintiff,  bat  withoat  prejudice  to 
l»igj*Ppli cation  by  a  personal  representative  of  tlie 


I*la.intiffi 

'BTXOIT  JUNT  WMESE  HO  TOATE—Abt^JMe 

5  Will  4, 
SetUement- 


HaIttabd  e.  Pils 
[634 

tf^—'i''M.-.R.arit-XESTWMXlUS»UU^- *     '  ■ 

Sa     *"  »-*=^T»e«i  to  a  Lift  EtlaUi-^ 
.^33     .fc    34  Yitt.  e.  35— iieeu"-- 
Tp^'<    txritf*out  Jja'ptaehmrnt  of 
^     a^ —    ""     '     ■  •    -      '-■- 

«»ibl  O'^    i .  ^- 

t^;i'*lioris    tliereof,  to  his  trustees  in  Irual  (or  hit 

»»l^  SramitaftughtorB  C.  and  P.,  as  tenants  in  com- 

'f'e^.  Wtoii-   stiareB  to  he  vested  at  twenty-one  or 

^iifj^tg^  tlie  income  to  beapplied  for  their  boneSt 

"^tf  g     naiDority,  and   the  surploa  accumulated. 

S^    tJlo      testator  directed  that  in  ease  either 

tj^jT'OcI^u^-li  t«r    married    under    tirenty-one    tbe 

fbe^jrj*^"  iBtiould  settle  her  ehore  for  her  life  for  her 

■"^^Ja**      -use.    with  remainder  to  her  children. 

^j^'O.tYo   gs^^anddaughters  married  under  twenty- 

^*.0,iii      1867  and  P.  in  1870,  which  was  after 

■^.^  pMslEa^    of  the  ApportiomiKnt  Act  (33&  M 

*  >cl.  0.    3S)  r HeW.  that   in  both  cases  tbe  in- 

^niBoftla^  Ki^oddaugbtor^s  share  was  Bpportion- 
JWe  up     to    the  time  of  her  maniage.     Cuywb. 

-^BUjnEDKRT  OF  Ali  DBBTOB-S  PIOFEETT— 

BiS,  el  sa£o ^d  of  Bank>-uplt!y— Bankruptcy  AH, 

1889,*-  13-72,]  An  advance  of  £55  was  made  to 
a  tlft^er,  axi  the  security  of  bills  of  sale  of  all  the 
^j^^ftTid.  effedsofthottader,  which  were  valued 
^^  £<10*-  There  was  an  agreement  between  the 
land*"  *'°,  -  *^«  t™^t^'  'li»*  ">o  billB  of  sale  should 
,-rfa  "»«=  .^uj^^^g^gj^  „  y^torender  it 


I  linae  ti 


^^  ,,ec«ss&ry  lo  register  them.    The  bills  were 


a«iordingIr  renewed  evary  nioetMn  dmya,  anrf 
this  was  dMB  three  times.  Tda  tnder  then  be- 
came banirapt  :Seld,  (hat  Ihe  last  billa  of  ob 
were  invahd,  as  constituting  an  act  of  banSrruptoy 
— DeciBion  of  Baetm,  OJ.,  affirmed.  En  parti 
Costa.     /nraSpABRB  -  -  _       jo 

9- Bankimley^Subilantial  Exception— 

PentioafroM  the  Rut  India  Company]  A  debtor 
eiecnted  as  security  for  an  antecedent  debt  of 
£1500,  an  assigument  which  included  all  bis  pro- 
perty of  any  appreciable  value,  except  a  penaJou  of 
10a.  6(j.  a  day  to  which  he  was  entitled  as  a  re- 
tired servant  of  the  Eait  India  Company  -.—Held 
(affirming  the  order  of  Jtaam,  C.J.).  (hat  as  tbis 
pension  would  not  pass  to  a  trustee  in  bankruptcy, 
and  could  not  he  taken  in  execution  bya  creditor, 
it  conilituted  no  substantial  exception  tmrn  the 
aaatgnment,  which,  beine  an  assignment  of  sub- 
stantially the  whole  of  the  debtor's  property,  was 
an  act  of  bankruptcy.  jBj  porta  Hawieb.  Jn  re 
KIW.T  -----     S14 

3. Bankrupta/ — ProeMce — A'oifce  of  Ap- 

peai—BarUmipteu  Rules,  1870,  flafc  lU—Aet  of 
IlaiJcruptey  —  Fratidtderd  ConveyajKi  —  Baitk- 
ruplty  Act,  1 869,  «.  6.]  Tho  law  that  a  conveyance 
of  a  man'a  whole  property  to  secure  a  past  debt, 
whether  he  be  a  trader  or  a  non-trader,  is  an  act 
of  bankruptcy,  has  not  been  altered  by  the  flonib- 
rvptcu  Act,  1869. — Decision  of  Bacon,  C.J.,  re- 
versed.—The  effeatofBalel44  of  the  Bankruptcy 
Bules,  1870,  which  prescribes  that  four  days' 
notice  of  an  appeal  shall  be  given,  is  merely  that 
the  BppecU  motion  shall  not  be  heard  until  the 
days  have  ehipBed.    JhfbU'ood        ..     SOS 

_;. Ado/ftinintpfcj— fliflo/SalB— JV«i 

Advanee.'i  Where  a  sum  of  money  is  advanoed 
upon  the  faith  of  a  pronuse  l^  the  debtor  to  give 
a  bill  of  sale  of  his  property,  the  som  so  advanced 
is  to  be  oonBlderedaa  advanoed  upon  tbe  soourity 
of  tbe  bUl  of  sate ;  but  in  anch  a  case  the  promise 
muat  be  an  absolute  one. — Where  a  debtor  on  the 
eve  of  bankruptcy  assigns  all  his  property  to  a 
creditor  to  secure  a  past  debt  as  well  as  a  fresh 
advance,  the  Bmallncas  of  the  fresh  advances  al- 
though not  neceesaiily  making  the  aasignment  an 
act  of  bankruptcy,  ia  strong  evidence  that  the  ad- 
vance was  made,  not  to  enable  the  debtor  to  con- 
tinue his  trade,  but  to  seonre  the  past  debt. — A 
trader  applied  to  a  creditor,  who  hsd  previously 
advanced  him  £600,  for  a  further  advance  of  £100, 
which  was  accordingly  made  on  the  debtor  giving 
a  conditional  promiaa  that  if  be  did  not  repay  the 
£100  within  ten  days  ho  would  make  an  assign- 
ment of  all  his  property  to  the  creditor  to  secnre 
both  the  past  and  fresh  advance.  Default  was 
made  in  pajineiit.  and  the  assignment  was  exo- 
cuted.  Shortly  afterwartls  tho  debtor  became  bank- 
rupt, and  the  propw^y  was  sold  for  about  £700 : 

Meld  (reversing  tbe  deciaion  of  flocon,  C.J.),  that, 
having  regard  to  the  conditional  natnro  (kF  the 
promise  and  the  smallnesa  of  tlio  f^eah  advance, 
the  BBsigiunent  was  an  act  of  bankruptcy  and 
void  agabst  the  cwdilora.  Ex  parte  Fimbr,  In 
re  Ash  -__-__     au 


^  UJOOVWI—Cnditor—AdmlnblnUion 
— Loan  to  Siesnlor.]  The  executrix  of  a  testator 
kept  ui  executoiship  acoonat  with  ft  bnok,  and 
hftTing  a  power,  under  the  vill,  to  mortgage  the 
real  estate  ia  aid  of  the  personalty,  she  deposited 
with  the  bejik  the  title  deeds  of  part  of  the  testa- 
tor's i«al  eatate  as  secnrit;  for  the  balance.  The 
■ooonnt  was  oontidenibly  OTerdrawn  by  the  exe- 
cutrix, md  the  moneys  to  a  great  extent  misap- 
plied, but  without  the  bank  hBTing  notice  of  the 
miiapplktttion.  The  security  h&Tine  proved  in- 
aofflcient  to  pay  the  balance,  the  bank  applied  to 
prove  as  oteditors  against  the  testator's  estate  for 
the  difference  : — Held  (reversing  the  decision,  of 
.Baoon,T.O.),that  they  were  not  entitled  to  prove; 
for  that  a  person  ciuiaot,  by  contract  with  an  exe- 
cutor, acquire  a  right  to  prove  as  a  oreditor  against 
the  estate^  though  the  executor  has  power  to  give 
him  a  lien  on  speoifio  a«ets.    Farhali<  v.  Pab- 


UXKBUPT  BEAUHOISZB— On^ny— TTiiuf- 
inp-up—Companiet  Act,  1862,  m.  75,  77.]  A  oon- 
tnbntor;  in  a  tniniog  oampui;  becsjne  banknipt, 
and  obtained  bia  order  of  discharge.  Nearly  two 
yesjl  sflerwards  a  call  was  made  under  the  wind- 
ing-up : — Held  (affirming  the  decision  of  the  Re- 
gistrar), that  the  oontribntory  was  releaaed  by  tlie 
order  of  discharge  from  all  li&bility  to  the  caJl. 
£>  porie  MtiMHALL.  In  re  WADnmoTOK  -  3M 
BU^nFTCT — Act  of^''  Abseutiiig  himself" 
[18B 
8m  DiruTuia  txo  DcuTiNa  Cbs>i- 


iLL  Debtor's  Peo- 
pnTT.    1—4. 
■^— Aot  of— Hortgage  of  partnerabip  property  5M 
Bm  Hob'toaob  of  Pabtnbbihip  Pbo- 


—  Asnnlting  adjodieAtioD^Eqailable  grounds 

8aa  AmniLLiNO  AnjDDiciTtOH.  [OSS 

Committal  of  bankrupt — Affldavit  without 


But  Atfidavit  wiiboct  Jdrat. 


[713,784,11. 
Bee  IXijmmvM  ra  Bumnmor.    2,  3. 

. Diaolaimer  bytmslae— Lease  -         -IS 

Set  "Data^tMrnA  Bz  Tncffm  ix  Bahe- 

Double  proof— Estate  administered  In  two 

oonntries.     -  -  .  -     180 

fitH  BABBaiTFrpT  nr  Two  Codhtkih, 

Debtor  summons  -  -  _     819 

Bee  DiBTOB  SuMHOXS. 

Execution  creditor       -         -  ai4,  SSf ,  7M 

Bee  ExxcnnoN  CBcnrroK.     1.  2,  3. 

^-~  Extrsordinary  resolution  of  eieditors- Be- 
^■tmtion      -  ~  -  -     fiS6 

Km  Extuaobiiinabt  BiSOLtmcnr  of  Cb»- 


[GiVoLifn. 

BAHXEUPTOT— oonf  inued. 

Fraudulent  preference  -         -         -     II 

See  Fbacsdlent  IPbxfibzkci. 
Injunction  -  -       30.  Tit,  TM,!. 

See  iHJUNonos  m  Buixbcptct.  1,3,3. 


See  BiNKRCPTCT  JoanDKmos.    1 
Next  friend — Effect  on  ChaDcety  suit    IS 

See  AmrcLUNO  Axul-siqitiok. 
Order  to  pass  public  examination     '    Itt 

Bee  Onm  to  yub  Pubuo  EuimunnL 
Privilege  of  Parliament  -         -    il* 

See  FsiTTLEaB  of  Pablukeht. 
Proof — Contingent  debt  -         -     B 

Bee  Proof  roB  Condbqiit  Luhuti. 
Proof— Joint  and  several  contract      -    IT* 

See  PnooF  fob  Joint  &hi>  Bivbil  Cco- 


UncertificatGd  bankrupt — Afler4cqiiind  pn> 

perty-  -  -  -        -    11* 

See  Uhcebtificatkd  Bakkbcpt. 
UBZKUTTOT  nr  TWO  COUNTRIES-ftwii' 
Proof— Banknplcs  -1' '■  '■'-'■I-  '■  ^■•^^  ^n '^' 
earned  on  businew  m  EiitfUi^d  iiuJili  Uii>  fim  [^ 
D.  A  Co.,  and  in  Biazd  uudi^  Uio  lum  of  B,  L. 
&  Co.,  executed  %  dtcd  of  saBignrnvnt  of  ill  bit 
prooertjfor  the  beui^Gt  of  his  ciediUm,  which  n> 
registered  under  Uic:  Biinkrupieii  Act,  lS6t.  Hu 
Brazilian  asseta  w( to  Diiniiniatered  under  »  ««- 
eordata — a  proceeding  itimlogoua  to  bBniruplcj— 
under  which  by  the  law  of  Dran'l  the  mdilm 
whose  debts  were  contmoted  in  tbe  name  of  tl>^ 
BiaiUian  firm  had  jiiiority.  The  hnlders  of  cff- 
tain  bills  of  excbflTipo  drawn  by  D^  L.,  4  C" 
upon,  aod  accepted  liv.  D.  A  Co.,  proved  in  Uro^'l 
and  reoeived  a  diridend.  Tbe;  Uien  claimed  b' 
prove  in  inland,  Bnd  the  proof  was  atoMp' 
without  qualiflcatitin  by  the  County  Coarl  Jndp 
—HOd,  on  appeal,  tlmt  acct  152  of  the  Bantf»;J'; 
Ael,t861,did  not  a|)p]y,  ns  Iboie  were  Ti^V* 
estates  b^K  admiliixlcD^l  iu  bantruptcy.  bnt  <£ 
estate,  whiph  was  adiiiiiitHtcreil  portlyin  Bn^ 
and  nartly  in  £n^inJ;  nnd  tiutt  tbe'billbtUc 
coula  not  rec«ive  a  dividend  in  Englattd  until  j 
tbe  creditors  had  rcieivod  a  djviiii'nd  at  the  eai 
rate  OS  tbe  Biaxiliftn  dividend.  Ei  parte  Wn." 
In  re  DodoUlB  -  -  _  -     1 

BAHKBUPTOT  TVBIBDICTIO V  —  Cmqiont 
Deed-Opening  Acamtit—Creditore.']  Tbe  Pis 
tiff  had  made  a  composition  with  his  creditc 
under  whioh  he  paid  tbem  St.  in  the  pound.  1 
was  released  &am  his  debts.  One  of  the  credit 
was  the  DeEmdant,  who  had  been  agent  foi  I 
Plaiiitiir,  and  ^l^im**!  from  hiw*  a  fa^aoce  of  £3 


account  t.od  ps 
of  the  balance.  Overcharges  were  aben 
— Stld  (afSrming  the  decision  of  the  Master  ' 
the  Bolls),  that  this  Court  had  jurisdietios  i 
the  matter,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  wu  not  obliga 
to  apply  to  the  Cotirt  of  Bankruptcy  :— Tbil  th 


'DPTCY  jmUSDIOnOS' — eonlmutd. 

>  bar  to  the  suit :— Tfut 
Be    ap  any  rights  of  the 
PiKx  V.  LhOBiifaoH   81 
U  /  Salts — BanJcTuptcy 
Sth   of  May,  1871,  £. 
lOD  by   arrangement, 
as  appointed  reoeiTer, 
btors  goods.    On  the 
poaaed  reaolntions  »p- 
Kepting  a  compoeitioa 
were  to  be  given  aad 
a  among  the  creditors. 
g  Oi  lien  CD  the  etxida 
01  momndum  by  which, 
isfying  a  diatrem  for 
la  meat  of  the  coetH,  he 
a  the  goods  for  the 
eed  required  for  giving 
ell  area  hia  bill  of  coats, 
at  a  bill  of  wle  ot  the 
□  which  the  goods  were 
uda  applied  to  theConrt 
B.'*  charges  and  aa 
,ece  ved   by  bun.  and  to 
and   as  obtained  by  pres- 
be  decision  of  the  Be- 
rt of  Banknipfcy  had  no 
be  bill  of  sale^  and  that, 
be  giTcn  on  the  «ppli)»- 
w  old  bave  been  jnris- 
nnt  of  B.'t  charges  if  it 


a  the  c 


^  that 


'wS^- 


8HiB     (W  PAST«MHIP  PBO- 

^       ^         Ltqaull — Exoneralion.'\  F. 
pattn  n  en   tied  in  equal  shares. 
»  jjutu  oonsiated  of  leasehold  premisea 
«»n  as  joint  tenants,  in  which  the 
carried  on.    F^  by  bis  will,  be- 
_L.  "  »U  my  •*«'"  "'  ""^  leasehold 
^■^hich  my  bnsincis  is  cairied  on." 
— Eotb  the  asset*  of  the  partnership 
ident  to  pay  the  partnership  debts, 
-  theestateof  F.wereamplyBoWent. 
a  share  of  F.  in  the  leasehold  pre- 
;  prejudice  to  his  rights  under  the 
a  certificate  haying  been  made  in  a 
miniBtration  of  F.'»  estate,  shewing 
alvent,  J,,  presented  apetition  to  have 
lat  tho  effect  of  the  beqaest  was  to 
■liety  of  the  leasehold,  eionerated  out 
.  from  the  partnership  debts,  "'^'^°\ 
t  the  imrchase-money  which  he  bad 

(reversing   the   decision  of  btitart, 

-^Ae  bequest  only  gave  anch  interest  m 
"  *..^  Bs  F.  had,  namely,  a  nght  to  a 
3^rt  to  payment  of  the  partnership 
■'-■  as  the  partnership  debts  ei- 
the  bequest  buled.    Famchab 

ASAIHffr  CABOO— tien— Bj«<^ 

1     B  consignod  to  the  Defendants 
-  a  carao  which  had  been  pur- 

.^  ,^ risk  of  himself  and  the  Defen- 

dvited  Ibem  of  the  particulars  of  bills 
,d  drawn  against  the  oar^o  payablt  '- 


sterling,  irhi 
B,  Ijavingstopp 
""-'    '-  Bdcept   t 
■     p«.y 


ing  to  protoct  the  bills.    B.indoraed  tntho  pi. 

««•  t^»*«  of  ,">*"  bills,  whir^  ^^;  i^, 

ozdBT  of  myaelf  the  atmi  of  £  -.__.f "      ■  . 

place  to  account  oargo  per  A.' 
paytiJent,  the  Defeadants  wfuaed  lo  a< 
billa ;  bnt  after  selling  the  carsD  offomd  m  .— ^ 
the  Plaintiffl  th«  sijlpa  '^^l^Xf^^ 
satisfying  a  balance  due  to  them  ^m  B  in  t 
geoenJ  account  belwaen  them.  The  Plainti 
refused  to  accept  thi^  and  filed  their  bilL  eUL 
ing  a  hen  for  the  fall  amount  of  the  threTbilla  - 
fleW  (aftirming  the  deoiaioa  of  the  Uaster  of  t'l 
Bolls),  that  the  Plaintim  had  no  lien  on  the  or 
ceodfl  of  the  cargo.  Frith  v.  Foriiem  «  D.  j^ 
J.  409)  discoBBed.  HoBVT  A  Co.'h  PEES«v»Raji, 
Ibomwobuv.  OixiEB-  -  ~  ~       es 

BILL  or  ZXCHA¥OK— Contract  of  indaomity— 

Proof  in  winding  up  -  -•         m 

<Sss  Lrrm  at  Ubkdit. 
Drawn  against  cargo — Lien    -  _      au 

See  Bnx  Duwv  aoaikst  Cuoo. 
BIIL  or  SALE— AMigument  of  all  debtca'a  n^ 

«,rty  -  -  -      BMli,  3QS,  % 

Bat  AsBranuKNT  or  all  Disma'a  Pao. 


-  Benewable — Act  of  bankraplor         ^       jq 
Bee  Aasmsttmxr  ow  all  Ddtosb  Pw> 

BOASO  OT  TEADB— >rotiM  of  opening  railway 

See  Noncx  or  OFzmra  Bailwat.  [767 

BOABD  or  WOEKB^Metropolitan  MansKemeot 

Act     -  -  -  ,  ~     ggj 

Bee  Oehbbai.  Lnra  or  Bmijjnnw. 
BOEOinjH  BHQLISH— Bight  to  boU  of  hlKhwav 

Bee  Soil,  or  BioawAT.  [til 

BOBBOWIXO  HIWBEfr- Building  BocietT      iXt 

Bee  BDnJsnro  Boowrr.  ' 
Money  borrowed  for  ptupose  of  rifiginK  the 

market — Notice      -  _  _     ^gj 

See  UnAnTHOEHBD  Dsalijio  ik  SoAan. 
BKKACS  or  TEUSI— Diroctora  of  budding  so 


IS 


Bm  BciLsina  Sooinr. 

-  Pleaof  purehase  without  no _     ___ 

>DBOHABBroBVAl.nBWIM0CTNoTioit 

istoiu  of  stock  Exchange       -     733 
Baa  Custom  or  Srooi  Eiouisoa, 
BUILSIHO  BOclu I — Cotiminy—Brtaeh  of  TUiit 
by  DirKtort—UnauOutTiztdDepoeii  of  Money  tnilh 
another  Company— Mtmey  liU  in  the  handt  of  He 

borrowing  Company — Manager  —  Agent Moneu 

Demand— Juritdietion.}  The  directots  of  a  build- 
ing society  deposited  money,  in  a  manner  onantho- 
rized  by  their  rales,  with  a  finance  ooinpany  the 
manager  of  which  was  slao  manager  of  the  build- 
ing Bwiety.  Afterwards  the  deposit  was  (ailed 
in,  and  the  directors  of  the  finance  company  gave 
a  cheque  for  the  amount  to  their  amnager  to  bo 
paid  by  him  to  the  building  Bociety.  He  appro- 
priated it  to  his  own  use.  A  bill  was  then  iUed 
by  the  truotees  of  the  building  society  to  recover 

the  money  from  the  finance  company  : Bald  (re* 

•»»""''  *'<•■  decision  of  the  Master  of'  the  HoIIb). 


The  Defendants  replied,  promis-  |  that  the  manager  held  the  money  asagentfbi  th* 


m 


BV^JtUrS  lOCIXrT— eonttnu«d. 
fiiuuce  oompeiny  DDtil  he  ohonld  pkj  it  to  wme 
penoa  oonpetant  to  give  areceiptonbtjutlfofthe 
building  KMJetj ;  and  that  as  he  never  paid  it  over, 
themoiieymtietbetAikea  lobe  still  in  the  handsof 
the  finance  compaDy,  who  vers  liable  to  repay  it 
to  the  building  society : — Hdd,  also,  that  Mit  wei 
tnirt  mooey  a  suit  to  reooror  it  wag  nuunlainable, 
and  the  finMoe  company  were  accordingly  ordered 
to  repBy  the  money,  with  intereat.  Habdi  e.  Me- 
^WPOUTAN  Land  abd  Fihuioi  Cokfahi  -    42T 

eUU— Bankrupt  shareholder        -  -     SSi 

See  Banekcpt  Sbabsbolveb. 

OAHCZIiLATKIK  — Bbai«e~MisiepTesentatiDD  in 
ptngpectas    -  .  -  ^       so 

liJM  MUSBFItZaBNTATIDN  IN  PBOSFBtTTUa 

OABOO— Bill  drawn  against— Lien  -  -     696 

See  Biu.  doawh  aoajkst  Casqo, 

OABSIEaB— Forged  trade-mark     -  -      130 

See  Tbade-icark.    I. 

CASZ8 — BanteiTi  Banlting  Compan]/,  In  re  (Law 
Ri^p.  2  Ch.  35U)  obwrved  on  -  SOT 
Bte  PBODcoriov  of  DocvuENTe.    1. 

Barrtm  y.  JTadAiB  (24  Bear.  1>  approTod  of 

Bee  CoHTEBnoN.  [843 

BUneliaTd,  In  re  (3  D.F.&  J.  131)eipkined 

See  Tbdstzs  Acts.  [S93 

Brituh  and  Jnuneoti  rete^rapA  Company  t. 

CDl>on(LawBep.6£i.lOSJdisapprovedof 
Sm  Acceptahoe  or  SiUBza.  [S8T 

Carter  t.  Carter  {SK.  Sc  J.  617)  disapproved 

ot       -  -  -  -  -     269 

Bee  pDBOHAm  roB  V  al  li  without  N otick. 

Chmy  T.  Cotonvol  £a»*  of  AutlTtUatia  (Uw 

Bep.  3  P.  C.  21)  distingniahed  -  — 
See  LiABiUTT  or  DisEcrroai. 


CouMou  y.  Coatent  (I«w  Bep.  1  Ch.  48)  ob- 
served npun  -  -  -  _  " "  ' 
5m  Taxaitom  or  Costs.    2. 

' Ckmlli  V.  Aeaorth  (Law  Bep.  8  Eq.  S58) 

■idered  -  _  .  _ 

See  VoLUKTABr  BnTUHKNT.    1. 

Day  V.  iuMre  ( U«  Bep.  5  Eq.  836)  followed 

See  Sals  or  Pcblio  Hoiac.  [IS 

. i)MniopT.m9giw(lH.L.Ca. 

&e  Acczi^ANCE  or  Shabe 


1)  discussed 
[6BT 

STenU  V.  Everiil  (Law   Bep.  10  Eq.  405) 

oonsidered    -  -  -  -     jt44 

See  VoLDNTAHT  SETTuaaoiT.     1. 

FoxatS  V.  Baetoek  (12  W.  B.  723;  oousidered 

See  SPEOiricATiox  of  Pate.nt.  [ETO 

Frith  *.  Fortes  {4  D,  F.  &  J.  409)  discussed 

Bee  Bill  dbawn  agaivst  Cabgo.       [691 

Garrani  t.  Lord  Lauderdale  (2  Buss.  &  My.) 

discnwed      -  -  -  -       71 

See  Tbubtsb  or  Creditobs"  Deed. 

GraJiam,  'BxparU  (5  D.  M.  &  G.)  observed 


See  TsonES  Bluzr  Act. 


OAUB — eoit  liaued. 

Maxted  v.  Paine  (1st  action)  (Iaw  Rep. 

Ex,  81}  approved     -  -         -    Tt 

See  (}cstom  or  Stock  Exchaitbe. 

XaxUd  V.  Paine  (ZodscHoo)  (Law  Bep  G  Ei 

132)  coDuneoled  on  -         .    TS 

See  Custom  or  Stock  Exchanoi. 

WonUfiore  v.  (hiedaUa  (1  D.  F.  &  J.  93)  dl 

tingnighed    -  -  -         -    67 

Set  Advakceheht. 

Oieen  v.  Eoman  (3  Uac.  &  G.  378)  obmtvt 

^ehacBMBaM  or  Scbett. 

FolnMr  V.  Flouser  (Law  Bep.  13  Eq.  29( 

distinguished  -  -         -    71 

See  Faildkb  or  Pirspon  or  Girr. 

—^  BoiMoU  V.  Ford  (Iaw  Bep.  2  Eq.  750)  a 
proved  -  -  -         -    T 

^i!ee  LuBiuTY  or  DiBBCitwi 

Jfnifi(ev.Jfo)Tis(LawRep.l3Eq.£03)(m 

See  CvBTOK  or  Stock  Exckakge. 
Bidiardion  v.  WiBiamtou  {l^v  Bep,  G  Q. '. 

276)  distinguialied  -  -         -    T 

See  LiABiuTT  or  DmECTOBs. 
ShelUy't  Que  (1  Bep.  93)  followed   -    V 

Bee  BcLE  Di  Bbbllki's  Case. 
TeneK  v.  Cieeie  (IS  D.  U.  ft  O.  453)  eo 

mented  on    -  -  -         -    * 

See  Exoneration  of  Pkbsosai.ti. 
Turner,  Ex  paite  (8  Te^  213)  diitingniibi 

£Im  Pboot  bt  BcavTY.  [t 
Wa^ute  Company  v.  Fergaeon  (Law  Rep. 

Eq.  371)  followed   -  -         •    1 

See  BiODBiTT  FOB  Oona. 
WoOaeloa  v.  IVile  (Law  Bep.  9  Eq.  44)  M 

sideied  -  -  .         .    I 

Bee  VoLtnraABT  SRnxmaT.    1. 
CEBUFKIATE— Delivery  of   goods— Befual 

girecertiflcftte        -  -        -    i 

See  ConsACT  by  Fokeigh  GovEsnoi 
OHAKQS— Solicitor— Property  recovered  -    T 

Bee  Soljoitob's  Liem, 
CXAXITT— Charitable  object   or  puticnUr  i 

SsslHrEBrBcT  saoRimoB  or  CaAWi 
Mortmain — Gift  to  ereot  or  endow  a  ehni 

See  HoBTNADl.  [I 

OHDTA  CLAT— BeoervalioD  of         -  -    I 

See  BBaEBTATum  op  MmnAiA 
CEDBCH — Oifl  to  erect  or  endow — Hortmain 

Sea  HoBntAU.  [1 

OODIOIL— Bepetition  of  Imcies  in  -    < 

See  OUKCLATTVE  Gl*T. 

COHBDTATIOV  OT  □rTZKTXOn  -  -    I 

See  BpEOinoATioa  or  Patekt. 
COKKIBSIOH- Army— Abolitbn  of  pniduw  1 
See  Failube  of  Pobposi  of  Gift. 

Army — Mortgage  of     -  -         -    3 

Bee  MoBTOAcx  or  Coicifiaacuf. 

idowcd  iclioola         -    I 

See  Bmxiwed  Schools  CJoxmukweh 

For   town   impiovement — Bonds — Psym' 


it  of  n 
See  Cobloratioh  Bondc, 


PH-  "V01.V1I.J 

"OfMJUSTAlr— Bttnkrapt— A  ffldavit 

£ee  Armuvi'T  withoct  Juuat. 

■~ Uebtora  Act,  1869  -  _  -      I 

See  CotooTTA.^  njriiEB  Dcbtoh9  Actt. 

^^■anTIAI  DBDEE   DBBTOBS  ACT,  1B68  . 
^  33  FioL  0.  62),  I.  t,  ■Mi'-t.  4— Onier  oa  Bolici 


4B8  I  C01CFI[L80BT  FOTXU- 

I  Compuitory  Bale — Agrteme         ..     , 
uLi    oniM— .^Mijrtmmt  of  iMitB—CoMnanU.'] 

'^ny  ootupan;,  after  notioe  to  tieBt  for  land  has 

■  been  given  to  the  landDwner,  and  the  prioo  of  the 
land  has  b^n  filed  by  arbitrBtora  under  th« 
Landt  Claatt*  Coatolidation.  ^ei,  ia  in  the  »me 


^5^  or  monoy  by  a  aoHoitor  aa  an  oftlcer  of  the 
it^"  within  the  Deblon  Act.  1U9,  %■  *,  tab-a.  4. 
»^i  '^^  "1  attachment  ouold  not  be  Usned 
»^i""* Iwa.— Dociaion  of  the  Maater  of  theBolU 
,)^;*iin  re  Hop.  _  -  -     5M 

^*^WBH—I,unatio— Agreement  torleose  S89 
tjQ^^       Bee  AQBiEmNT  bi  Coidottex. 

^*AHT — Aooeptaoce  of  ahareB  -  -      587 

^-^^        Sob  AccKPTiHCE  op  Shades. 

^•nkmpt  BharBholder  -  -  -     824 

^'"--^        Sae  BAKsauFT  Shabbholdeb. 

^*Wpulaory  powere       -  -         1".  *76 

^^f).    ""*  ConpoLHOBr  FowiM^     1,2. 
,        ^^*<»B—Breachof  trnrt— Building  society 
^  6;^  ***  BtiiLDBTO  Socim.  [«27 

\       ^*°"i— Liability     -  -  -     777 

iap        •  -*-iAHiLiTT  ur  DiHECrOl.S, 
\.    -Sti   S«iwfrree  -  -  -      IW 

*^  j        -Cnpaht  Tbahspebzb. 


with  the  consent  of  the  lesseo.  been  admitted  into 
poBseaaion.  will,  at  tlie  auil  of  the  leaaee  within  a 
reasonable  time,  be  oompelled  to  accept  an  aadgn- 
ment  oontaining  the  usual  coTenants. — Decree  of 
the  Maater  of  the  Bolla  rBvereed,    HiHomo  v. 

MXTBOPOLTTAK  EaU.W*T  Conl-ANT  -       IM 

a.  ItaHiaay   Company — Depotiled   Plant 


\ 


7^  -^^^^^iranoe— Transfer  of  buaineaa 
\^    It*  i^^      ^OTATiOH  Of  ConraACT. 
4'^^^^I^Vtor— Oompromiae  by   - 


MiaBM-BESKNTiTlON  a 


Past  JIbmbbb*. 
,^:;»lder 

gCBlFHOLDEB. 

uoUB landa 


ITS 


r  of  share.         -      298.  896,  n.,  481 
TBABS'Bn  or  Sbabm.     1 — '■ 
loriied  dealing  in  Bhates         -      16 

USATTHOBBtn  DBAUBO  IN  bBABlB. 

ig-np-Claim  barred  by  Statute^ 


^-^  ~~^"^l*a  LlMlTATIOBH.  STATDTK 


— Stepping  up  Strieli—Ganeral  AelSpadai  AdA 
A.  raQvay  company  deixiaited  witti  tbe  clerk  <S 
plana  and  aectiona  of  a  nilnsy  and  ata- 


,^ which  Uiey  intended  toobtain  puwar  to  m 

aljewing  thut   they  proposed  to  Btop  up  certain 
itreots,  but  proposed ^to^c "■-  '" — ■ 

er  to  atop  up  all  the  atieela"iiithia  a 
certain Uetinecl  area,  which  mcluded  Sun  Stre^: — 
Hdd  (reversing  the  dociaion  of  Bocim,  V.O.),  that 
the  company  had  power  to  slop  up  Sun  Slreet : — 
Bdd.  bIbo,  that  tbe  ISth  and  Hth  aectiona  of  tbe 
Bailaiay  Claueei  Cunavlidation  Act,  S  Vict  0.  20, 
were  controlled  by  the  aeotion  in  the  special  Act 
which  gave  power  to  stop  up  the  streeta  within 
the  defined  area.  AnoBtnr-GEMBBAL  c.  Obbat 
Eahtbbs  Railway  CoHTAifT  -  -     47B 

COKCUBBENT  5tiIT8 — Tranafar  to  aatne  branob 
ot  Court       -  -  -  -      MT 

See  Tbahbtes  or  Suit. 
OOHIOnOItAL  OBDIB  — Bankruptcy  — Paa^f 
public  examination  '  -     Sn 

See  UaDEBTortss  Ppbuo  Eiakihation. 
COH8IDEEATI0> — Assignment  of  all  debtor's 
property — Freehold  and  louehold       636 
Bee  AsaioHBiJiT  or  au.  Dbbtob'b  Pbo- 


S^^ing^up — Proof  by  surety 

'^-  -e  PBOOr  BT  BCBCIT. 

TIOH   WtTH  CEBIBTOBS— Defoult   In 
■pBjmenl  of  oompoaition— Act^  byre- 

Bee  iMJDMonos  is  BAMKirrrci.    2,  3. 

*"^'ribn^ry.^The  d»i»ion  of  nJin..  V,C   re- 

•^        """  EAST   OT  EnOLASI.    BaMBINO   &>»- 

Zaxi.    Pbahkih'b  Cabb 


-Newtt 
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Novation  .  -  . 

£«e  NoTATioH  or  Cobi^aot. 
When  broken— Indemnity       -  -       U 

See  Pboot  roB  OoimflaraT  Liabiuti. 
nUnXACT  BT  OOIPOBAHOV— J;re«nwai  not 
under  Seal— Money  demand— PaH  Per/onnatu»-~ 
Bvilding  on  (Aa  Land  0/  anott«r.]  The  agent  of 
a  railway  company  made  a  vertal  agreement  with 
tbe  ooatractui  for  tbe  line,  that  if  he  would  build 
on  land  of  the  company  certain  oottagea  more 
subatantially  than  would  be  required  for  hla  own 
purposes,  and  would  leave  them  for  the  hm  of 


oraraAiTI  BT  OaBFOBATIDir-~{OTi(inue<I. 

the  company,  tben  the  compaD;  nonlil  fAj  him 
£5000.     The  cottages  were  accoidiogl;  built,  and 
when  the  railway  iraa  completed  the  coutraclot 
left  them  ou  the  land,  and  the  agent  of  the  com- 
piuiT  mnde  an  agreement  with  the  contractor  tbut 
he  ahould  be  paid  £500  a  year  for  the  cottages  by 
way  o(  rent,  with  an  option  to  the  company  to 
purchase  tbem  for  £5000.    Tbia  agreement  wes 
confirmed  by  a  resolution  of  the  boani  of  directors. 
The  company  paid  the  £500  a  year  for  some  yeara, 
and  then  reluaed  to  pay: — Hdd,  that  the  claim  of 
the  oontroctor  being  simply  for  payment  ot  money 
coold  not  be  enforced  in  Uie  Court  of  Chancery ; 
and  that  though  the  oontisctor  was  onable  to  sue 
at  law  became  the  agreement  was  not  under  seal, 
he  did  not  thereby  obtain  an  equity  to  enforce  a 
oloitD  for  money  ; — ntId,aiMO,  thaCiaasmuchoatba 
contnujtor  did  not  act  in  ignomnoe  of  the  rights 
of  the  cximpony,  he  could  not  olaim  compenaetian 
for  havhig  been  indnoed  to  build  on  the  laud  of 
the  oompony.— Order  of  the  Master  of  the  Kolls 
atBrmad.    C&ucftox  v.  Vibva  Railway  Cok- 
PAMT      ------      162 

COHTBACI  BT  TOBHOK  OOTXRHUVT— £'»- 
/oreing  Conlraet^Depotit  in  thit  Countr]/ — Paji- 
maU  —  CarUfiecdei  rtfuted.']  Where  a  foreign 
ftOTemment  baa  mode  a  contract  in  tbis  country, 
and  has  lodged  money  in  the  bands  of  agents  in 
thia  country  for  payment  of  the  sums  to  become 
due  Duder  the  contract,  the  Court  will  not  refuse 
relief  to  the  ooutraclor  because  the  contract  was 
with  a  foreign  government,  nor  because  the  foreign 
government  does  not  appear  before  the  Court. — 
where  goods  are  to  be  paid  for  when  received, 
and  money  is  lodged  fur  payment  oit  the  produc- 
tion of  certificates  &om  an  agent  of  the  purchaser. 
the  Court,  if  certificates  are  reftited,  may  direct  an 
inquiry  and  order  payment  of  what  is  ilae  lo  the 
oontractoT  who  has  supplied  the  goods.  —  The 
French.  Oovemment  oontraoted  in  England  tor 
the  pnrcbsae  of  a  large  number  of  cartridges, 
whicA  were  to  be  inn^oted,  and  when  accepted 
were  to  be  paid  tor  through  the  French  ambas- 
sador ;  and  bcLnkers  in  Etigland,  v>bo  had  in  their 
hands  funds  belocging  to  the  French  Government, 
wrote  to  the  contractor  in  England  that  a  special 
credit  for  £40,000  bad  been  opened  in  his  favour, 
and  wonld  be  paid  to  bim  upon  receipt  of  certi- 
ficates from  the  French  ambBBsador.  Some  oar- 
tridgee  were  (applied  and  paid  for,  and  olhen  were 
delivered  to  agents  for  the  French  Ciovemment ; 
but  other  agents  of  the  French  Oovemment  allseed 
that  the  time  for  the  delivery  bod  expired.  Cer- 
tificates were  refused,  and  the  bejibeni  refused  lo 
make  any  ftuiher  pavments.  'I'he  contractor 
thereupon  filed  his  bill  against  the  bankers  and 
the  French  Oovemment,  praying  to  have  the 
buloDoe  of  the  £40,000  biougbt  into  Court,  and 
foran  inquiry  and  payment.  The  French  Govern- 
ment did  not  appear.  Tbo  bankers  were  ordered 
to  bring  the  monev  into  Court ;  and  thecontnctor 
was  declared  to  be  entitled  to  payment  for  all 
cartridges  delivered  under  the  contract ;  and  in- 
quiries what  ctuiridges  bad  been  delivered  were 
direo  led  .—Decree  of  afoJim,  V.C,  affirmed,  with 
variations.    X.abitiIibe  d.  MoaaAx  -     050 

OOmnUBITTOBT— Acceptance  of  shares    -     687 
Sea  AooBPTANCB  or  Shabu. 


C(anBiBUTDBT — eontinued. 
Bankrui4  shareholder   - 

Bee  Bavxbdft  Shabeboldie. 


-  Indemnity  by  eetfut  9ue  (nut— Suit  by  liqi 

dator  in  name  of  tnutee   -         -    ' 
8ae  Owncia,  Lwuuiatob. 

-  Infant  bmnsferee  -  -         -    1 

£as  INTAITT  TBAKSFIBXa. 


Past  members    -  -  -         -    ) 

See  Past  MmBinui. 

Transfer  of  shares  -  Mi,  MS,  4,  * 
See  TKAMBntB  of  Shabsb.  1— t 
OaSVESS10W—EU(^on—Wia  of  Married  Woo. 
—Tnut  of  Land  /or  Alien— Natwtxiuatim  i 
1870  (33  Vici.  e.  14),  w.  2,  18.]  By  an  ind«iitii 
dated  in  March.  1862.  landa  were  conveyed  bj  f 
tenants  in  common,  L.  and  8.,  to  a  tnutee  up 
trust  to  sell  and  to  hold  the  proceeds  in  trust : 
L.  and  8.  in  equal  shares,  and  as  to  the  thsn 
B.  for  her  sepoiBte  use.  The  indenture  coctus 
powers  of  exchange  and  partition;  and  it  » 
declared  that  until  the  sale  the  trustee  should  br 
the  lands  upon  trust  as  to  one  moiety  for  L-  >■ 
as  lo  theothermoiety  forS.  for  herseponteiut 
By  articles  of  agreement  made  in  the  folio«t 
month,  it  was  agreed  that  the  trostee  ihonld  tl 
the  hmds  described  in  the  first  schedule  lo  L,  i 
tboee  described  in  the  second  schedule  lo  S,  t 
should  stand  possessed  of  the  allotmontiopon  t 
same  trusts  as  were  by  the  deed  ot  Msreh.  iw 
declared  of  the  reepectivo  moieties,  but  "itl» 
prejudice  to  the  powers  veoted  in  the  tmitw 
that  indenture,— S.  was  «  married  woman,  « 
her  husband  was  an  aUen.  By  her  will,  ftie 
August,  1862,  she  gave  all  her  hindod  pn^ 
situated  at  E.,  being  her  allotment  nndei  t 
articles  of  agreement,  which  still  remained  oobI 
to  her  husband  for  life,  with  remainder  ova: 
Held  (reversing  the  decision  of  Slnari,  V.C).  Ij 
the  trust  fbr  sale  hod  been  put  an  end  to  b' 
agreement  of  April,  1862  ;  and  thai  tbepm^ 
passed  as  real  estate  under  the  will  erf  &:—"'' 
also,  tliat  if  the  trust  for  sale  hod  been  bHU  '■ 
sisting,  S.  had  elet-ted  to  take  the  propertj  m  " 
estate.- The  A'aiuniiuotioB  Ad,  1870  C»  " 
c.  14),  a.  2,  is  not  retroapeoUve.- The  Own 
Chancery  wUl  enforce  in  favour  of  the  Cn" 
trust  of  land  fbr  an  alien  created  prior  to  the* 
— BatToio  V.  WadHa  (24  Beat.  1)  approtal  ■ 
Bhabf  b.  St.  Badvbbb  -        -        " 

OOFTEOLDS— Reservatioii  trf  minei»ls-CIJ 

See  Besebvation  or  Uinkbau. 
COBFVALI— Custom  of— Coat  book        -    * 

Bee  Cost  Book  Comi-akt. 
MBPOBATIOM— Contract  not  under  wsl  -    * 

See  COSTBACT  BT  COBIWATIOB. 


COBPOBATIOir  BOHM  —  BiffW  lo  F"!*^ 
Payment  by  Lot—Beeeiver.']  By  »n  Act  oi  t 
liamont.  Commissioners  wero  "PP^^V,, 
were  to  expend  money  in  impiovuig  »  " 


Ca.  Vox*.  VIL] 


INDEX. 
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CDSPOBAnOH  BOHDS— oon^'niied. 

the/  were   authorized  to  levy  rates  on  the  town 

ana  to  tx)rrow  money  on  the  Becority  of  the  rates, 

gifing  tx)nds  for  the  money  so  borrowed,  of  which 

£100  af:  ttie  least  should  be  chosen  by  lot,  and 

paidoflT  every  year.    Interest  on  the  bonds  had 

been  d«ily    paid,  and,  except  in  two  years,  £100 

bad  bee- n  paid  off  every  year,  but  above  £15,000 

TQmamcsd  on  the  security  of  the  bonds: — Held 

^affinmng     the  decision    of   JBeuxm,  Y.OOt    that 

holderB  of  l^nds  to  the  amount  of  £800  were  not 

entitled  to  immediate  payment  out  of  the  rates  or 

to  a  leoeiver  of  the  rates.   Pbbbtox  r.  Cobfobation 

or  GasiLT  Yabmouth  -  -  -  -     655 

COST-BOOK  OOXFAHT—OtMeom  o/ CbmuKtS.]  A 
shareholder  in  a  Gomish  mine  worked  on  the 
coBt-book  Bystem,  relinquished  his  shares  in  July, 
1868,  and  jMdd  his  share  of  the  expenses  up  to  his 
retirement.  In  August,  1869,  an  order  for  wind- 
ing up  the  company  was  made,  and  the  retired 
shareholder  claimed  to  prove  as  a  creditor  for  the 
value  of  his  share  of  the  stock  and  plant.  The 
assets  were  insufScient  to  pay  the  cz«ditors  of  the 
mine.  It  having  been  found  by  a  jury  that, 
according;  to  the  custom  of  ComwaU,  an  adventurer 
in  a  cost- "book  mine,  upon  relinquishing  his  shares 
and  disclsarging  his  proportion  of  the  liabilities  of 
the  GomiMny  at  that  date,  is  entitled  to  be  paid 
his  share  of  the  then  value  of  the  stock  and  plant, 
and  that  snch  share  is  due  to  him  immediately, 
and  payable  within  two  years,  the  proof  was 
admitted.  In  re  Pbosfeb  Unitbd  Miking  Ck>M- 
PAiTT.    Ex  parte  FAUtvst      -  -  -     286 

GOSTB—Appeal— Respondent's  suit  affected  by  ap- 
peal  •»••■•*"  xwv 
'See  Tbade-mabk.    1. 

•  Counsel's  fees — Three  counsel     -     48,  618 

See  Taxation  of  Costs.    1, 2. 

—  Order  to  nay — Committal  under  Debtors  Act 
^^  [628 

^SiBe  CoMMmAL  XJKDEB  Debtobs  Act. 
- —  Security  for— Cross-suit— Bill  by  company 
being  wound  up      -  -  -     ^^ 

See  Seotbitt  pob  Costs. 

' ■  Transfer  of  suits  -  -  -     617 

See  Tbavswesl  of  Surra. 
— —  Trustee  Relief  Act— Income  and  corpus  609 
See  Tbubteb  Rbukf  Act. 

Uncertificated  solicitor  -  -  -     766 

See  Taxation  of  Coarrs.    3. 

C0UHBSL*8  FEES— Costs  of  three  counsel— When 
aUowed  -  -  -  -48,518 

See  Taxation  of  Costs.    1,  2. 
<2RX]>IT0B— Extraordinary  resolution  of  creditors 
— ^Liquidation  by  arrangement     -     526 
See    Extbaordinaby    Besolution    of 
Cbbditobs. 

Secured— Proof  by— Bankruptcy       -     760 

See  Cbkditob  holding  Sbcdbttt. 
*®B)ITOK  EOLDnrO  8ECUBITY— Oredttori'Deed 
—^f^iquidation  AfA  {ISQS) — Bankruptcy—Subae^ 
9tt«n«  Iniereat— Valuation.']  A  debtor  executed 
an  inspectorship  deed  under  the  Bankruptey  Act, 
1861.     A   jiiaiTA  in  nhanAArv.  RctincT  uuder  the 


an       ^ 

1861.  'a  Judge  In  Chancery,  acting  under  the 
j;^idaiion  Act,  1868,  ascertained  the  ?alue  of 
•he  securities  held  by  the  secured  creditors,  which 
^^ue  the  crediton  were  to  take  in  rHscharge  of 


CBEDITOB  EOLDnrO  SSCUBITT— «m<lnv«d. 
their  debts,  and  to  be  allowed  to  prove  for  the 
deflcieuf^: — HM^  that  the  rule  in  bankruptcy 
prevailed,  and  that  the  value  so  ascertained  must 
go  in  reduction  of  the  principal  and  interest  due 
to  the  secured  creditors  at  the  date  of  the  in- 
spectorship deed,  and  to  be  proved  for  by  the 
creditors,   and   could   not   be   applied   by    tbe 
creditors  in  the  first  place  towards  payment  of 
interest  accrued  on  their  debts  since  the  date  of 
the  inspectorship. — Decision  of  Baconf  V.C.,  re- 
versed.   In  re  Savin  -         -         -  -     760 
GBXDITOBB'  DXED — Not  executed  by  creditors — 
Bight  of  trustee  to  sue  strangers  -       71 
See  Tbubteb  of  Cbsditobs'  Deed. 
Opening  accounts— Overcharges— Jurisdic- 
tion   -----       61 
See  Bankbdftot  Jubibdiotion.    1. 
Secured  creditor— Interest— Liquidation  Act, 

1868 ''«' 

See  Cbeditob  holdino  Sbcubitt. 

OBOflS-BXlCAIHDZBS  BY   HfFUCATIOK— IftT^ 
^CoMtrtustion  —  lBBue,']     A   testator  gave  his 
residuary  personal  estate  upon  trust  to  pay  tne 
income  equally  between  his  three  daughters,  I'm 
^.,  and  a,  during  their  respective  lives ;  and  u 
all  or  any  of  them  should  die  leaving  issue,  to 
pay  one-third  of  the  principal  amongst  the  is«i© 
of  each  daughter  so  dying,  in  equal  shares ;  andU 
only  one  such  daughter  should  die  leaving  isjnio. 
then  in  trust  to  pay  and  apply  the  whole  reslduo 
equally  amongst  the  issue  of  such  one  daughter; 
but  if  all  the  daughters  should  die  without  leav- 
ing issue,  then  over.    C.  died  leavmg  issue,  and 
afterwards  F,  died  without  leaving  issrae :— HeW 
(reversing  the  decision  of  TTicfaww,  V.C.),  tbaX 
croBs-limuations  were  to  be  implied  between  the 
daughters  and  their  fiunilies,and  that  the  issue  of 
each  daughter  were,  for  all  purposes,  to  be  ascer- 
tained at  her  own  death ;  and  that  therefore  one 
moiety  of  F.'§  share  was  payable  to  the  issue  of  O. 
living  at  C.'s  death,  and  the  other  moiety  went  by 
way  of  accretion  to  E:b  original  share.     In  re 
Bidgb'b  Trusts  «  -  -  -     666 

CBOflBJUnr— Security  for  costs— BiU  by  comp^ 
being  wound  up       -  •  "     **6 

See  Seudritt  fob  Costs. 
GBOWK— Bighto  of— Trust  of  land  for  alien    848 

See  Convbbsion. 
CUKULATIVX  Q^n—Legadee—Two  CodiciU— 
Evidence— Letter  from  SolieUor  to  Tettator.']  A 
testetor,  by  codicil,  gave  legacies  of  vanous 
amounte  to  nine  legatees,  and  a  year's  wages  to 
every  one  of  his  servanto.  He  afterwards  made  a 
second  codicil,  which  was  substantially  a  copy  of 
the  former,  except  as  follows :— One  of  the  legatees 
named  in  tbe  first  codicil  was  not  named  in  the 
second— three  of  the  legacies  given  by  the  second 
codicil  were  less  than  those  given  by  the  first  to 
the  same  persons— one  legacy  was  given  by  the 
geoond  oodicU  to  a  person  not  named  in  the  first — 
the  gift  to  servanto  by  the  second  codicil  was  of 
**  a  year's  wages  liberally  interpreted,"  and  the 
second  codicil  contained  a  direction  for  payment 
of  duty  on  legacies :— H«/d  (aflBrming  the  decision 
of  Bocoti,  V.C.),  that  the  case  was  not  taken  out 
of  the  general  rule  that  the  gift  of  a  legacy  by  a 
subsequent  instrument  to  a  person  who  takes  a 


OOHTBAOI  IT  COSPOEATIOV— eonfi'nued. 


vhen  the  railway  vas  completed  toe  < 
left  them  on  the  land,  and  the  agect  of  the  com- 
pojiy  made  au  agreement  vith  the  contractor  that 
he  should  be  paid  £500  a  year  for  the  cottages  by 
na;  of  rent,  vith  an  option  to  the  company  to 
purchase  tliem  for  £5000.  Tbia  agreement  was 
oonOrmed  by  a  reEolution  of  thu  board  of  ditectorB. 
ITie  oorapany  paid  the  £500  a  year  for  wme  jeaiB, 
and  then  refused  to  f»y;~Held,  that  the  claim  of 
the  contractor  being  simply  for  payment  of  money 
could  not  be  enforced  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  ; 
and  that  though  the  contractor  was  unable  to  sue 
at  ^AW  becaoae  the  agreement  was  not  under  seal, 
ho  did  not  thereby  obtain  an  eqnity  to  enforce  a 
olalm  for  money : — Heldj  also,  that  inasmuch  as  the 
ooDtractoT  did  not  act  in  jgtionuioe  of  the  rights 
of  the  company,  he  ooald  not  olalm  compensation 
for  hsTing  been  tndtiOBd  to  buUd  on  the  land  of 
the  company, — Order  of  the  Master  of  (he  Uolls 
aCBrmed.  Cuitptdh  v.  Varn*  Railway  C0¥- 
PABT      -  -  -  ~  -  -      868 

OOXTEUn  BT  T0BZIO5  Q07EE51IZKT— £>•• 
/oreing  Canfraet— i)<poflt  in  tiiit  Coanlry — Pay- 
tnsni  —  Cartijieatet  re/uted]  Where  a  foteign 
goremment  baa  made  a  contract  in  this  count^, 
and  htu  lodged  money  in  the  hande  of  agents  in 
this  coimtry  for  payment  of  the  smns  to  become 
doe  nnder  the  contract,  the  Court  will  not  reftise 
Telief  to  the  oontractoi  because  the  contract  was 
with  a  foreign  goTemment,  nor  because  the  foreign 
government  does  not  appear  before  the  Court. — 
Wheie  goods  are  to  be  paid  for  when  received, 
and  money  ia  lodg^  tor  payment  on  the  produc- 
tion of  oertiQcates  from  an  agent  of  the  purchaser, 
the  Oo«iit,  if  certiflcales  are  refused,  may  direct  an 
inqmry  and  order  payment  of  what  is  due  to  the 
oontractor  who  baa  supplied  the  goods, , —  The 
Frmchj  Govemmeot  contracted  in  England  lor 
the  DUichase  of  a  large  umnber  of  cartridges, 
whiolk  were  to  be  ioipeGted,  and  when  accepted 
wero  to  be  paid  for  tbroueh  the  French  ambas- 
sador; and  bankers  in  England,  who  had  in  their 
bands  funds  belonging  totlio  French  QovermnenI, 
wrote  to  the  oontractor  in  England  that  a  special 
credit  for  £40,000  had  been  opened  in  his  fovour. 
and  would  be  paid  to  him  upon  receipt  of  certi- 
floates  from  the  French  ambessador.  Some  car- 
tridges were  supplied  and  paid  for,  and  others  were 
delivered  to  ageots  for  the  French  Groiemment : 
but  other  agents  of  the  French  Qoiemment  alleged 
that  the  time  for  the  delivery  had  expired,  Cer- 
tiflcstee  wete  refused,  and  the  bankets  refused  to 
make  any  further  fAYments.  The  contractor 
thereupon  filed  his  hill  against  the  bankers  and 
the  French  Government,  praying  to  have  tbe 
balance  of  the  £40,000  brought  into  Court,  and 
for  an  inquiry  and  payment,  Tbe  French  Govern- 
ment did  not  appear.  The  bankers  were  ordered 
to  bring  the  monev  into  Court ;  and  tbecontrsctor 
was  declared  to  be  entitled  to  payment  for  all 
cartridges  delivered  under  the  contract ;  and  in- 
ouiriea  what  cartridges  had  been  delivered  were 
oiieoled,— Decree  of  Malini,  V.C,  affirmed,  with 
variations.    I.ABivll£itx  r.  MosoAX  -     HO 

COSTBIBIITOKT— Acceptance  of  shares   -      887 
8—  AooEPTAnci  or  SasBce. 


dator  in  name  of^  trustee  - 

See  OrnoiAi.  Liquidatoel 
Infant  transferee  -  -        -    1 

Set  Intajit  Tbakbfkbei. 
Misrepresentation  in  prospectus 

See  MiSBXPBxaEHTATioti  nr  Psosracn 
Post  members    -  -  _         -    i 

See  Fast  SIxhbos, 
Transfer  of  shares         -      SM,  196,  a,  < 

See  TKAHsrsB  or  Bhabd.  1—1. 
CawvXSSIOS—EUcUon—Wia  of  Married  Wob 
—  Tnut  of  Land  for  Alien— Naturaiiialim  i 
1870  (33  Vici,  0.  U).  »i.  2, 18.]  Byanindenli 
dated  in  March,  1862,  lands  wore  conveyed  bj  1 
tenants  in  common,  L.  and  S.,  to  a  tnutM  ^ 
trust  to  sell  and  to  hold  the  proceeds  in  trest 
L.  and  8.  in  equal  shares,  and  as  to  the  sbsrf 
8,  for  her  separate  use.  The  indenture  reotm 
powers  of  exchange  and  partition ;  and  it  < 
declared  that  until  the  sole  the  trustee  should  a 
the  Ituids  upon  trust  as  to  one  moiety  for  I- ' 
as  to  the  other  moiety  for  8.  for  her  sepsrale  hk 
By  articles  of  agreomeot  made  in  the  followj 
month,  it  was  agreed  that  the  trustee  ahoola  il 
the  lands  described  in  tbe  Srat  schedule  toL^i 
those  deaciibed  in  the  seoond  schedule  to  b.<  ■ 
should  stand  powesaed  of  the  allotments  upon  i 
same  trusts  as  were  by  the  deed  of  HsnJi.  1> 
declared  of  the  respective  moieties,  but  mtt» 
prejudice  to  the  powers  vested  in  the  iraatK 
that  indenture. — S,  waa  a  married  woman,  « 
her  husband  was  an  alien.  By  her  will,  m'd' 
AugnsL  I8G2,  she  gave  all  her  landed  pn^ 
situated  at  E.,  being  her  allotmcat  noder  I 
articles  of  agl«ement,  which  still  remained nnso 
■     her  husband  for  life,  with  remainder  otbt 


Held  (reversing  the  deciai 


rtV.CUl 


the  trust  tor  sale  liad  been  put  an  end  Ic 
agreement  of  April.  1862  ;  and  that  the  pro^ 
passed  as  real  estate  under  the  will  of  S.:--!" 
also,  tliat  if  the  trust  for  sale  had  been  sUU  " 
sisting,  S.  hod  eletled  to  take  the  propertl«!! 
estate.— The  NaturalUaiion  Ad,  1870  (W^i 
0,  14),  B.  2,  is  not  retrospective.— Tie  w«n 
Chancery  wUI  enforce  in  favour  of  the  Cre« 
trust  of  land  for  an  alien  created  prior  to  IM* 
—Sarmu,  V.  Wadtin  (24  Beav,  1)  npprotefl 

BBABP  V.  St.  &ADVBtJB  -  -  " 

COPTHOIM— Besarration  of  minerali-Clu 
clay  _  -         -        -    • 

See  RmxBVATioii  or  tiniau*. 

C0BSWAIL-4:ustom  of— Cost  book  -  ' 
See  Cost  Book  (^mpait. 

OOBPORATIOH— Contract  not  under  wsl  -    > 

See  COHTBiCT  BT  CoSPOBATIOi. 

Town  Improvement  Coromiwoaers-BMi' 

See  CoBPOBATios  Boras.  I 

CORPOaATIOH  BOHDS  —  Eight  la  P'V^ 
Payment  by  io(— Beoeinw.]  By  on  Aet  ol  " 
liamoDt,    Commissioners    were   ^PP""    \,r, 


Oh.  Vol.  VIL]  INDEX. 

O0SPOXATIOH  BOHIMI— con^iniMd. 
tHev  were  authorized  to  levy  rates  on  the  town 
and  to  borrow  money  on  the  security  of  the  rates, 
filing  bonds  for  the  money  so  borrowed,  of  which 
£100  at  the  least  should  be  chosen  by  lot,  and 
paid  off  eTery  year.  Interest  on  the  bonds  had 
been  duly  paid,  and,  except  in  two  years,  £100 
bad  been  paid  off  every  year,  but  above  £15,000 
i^mained  on  the  security  of  the  bonds: — Held 
^affirming  the  decision  of  Baoon,  Y.O.)*  that 
Holders  of  bonds  to  the  amount  of  £800  were  not 
Entitled  to  immediate  paynient  out  of  the  rates  or 
to  a  receiver  of  the  rates,  "rBMtfios  v.  Cobpobatiok 
Or  Gbsat  Yabmouth  -  -         -         -     650 

OOBI-BOOK  COMFANT— OMfom  0/ CVntKia.]    A 
•shareholder  in  a  Gomish  mine  worked  on  the 
^ost-book  system,  relinquished  his  shares  in  July, 
1868,  and  paid  his  share  of  the  expenses  up  to  his 
Retirement.    In  August,  1869,  an  order  for  wind- 
Uig  up  the  company  was  made,  and  the  retired 
Shareholder  claimed  to  prove  as  a  creditor  for  the 
^ue  of  his  share  of  the  stock  and  plant.    The 
jaMts  were  msufficient  to  pay  the  creditors  of  the 
xnine.    It  having  been  found  by  a  jury  that, 
tfocording  to  the  custom  of  ConvwaU,  an  adventurer 
In  a  cost- book  mine,  upon  relinquishing  his  shares 
snd  discharging  his  proportion  of  the  liabilities  of 
<he  company  at  that  date,  is  entitled  to  be  paid 
his  share  of  the  then  value  of  the  stock  and  plant, 
«nd  that  such  share  is  due  to  him  immediately, 
and  payable  within  two  years,  the  proof  was 
admitted.     In  re  Pbosfeb  Ukited  Mikino  Gom- 
PANY.    Ex  parte  FAiMtM      -  -  -     286 

OO0IV— Appeal— Bespondent's  suit  affected  by  ap- 
peal -----  loO 
See  Tbade-habk.    1. 

*. Counsel's  fees — Three  counsel     -     48,  518 

See  Taxation  of  Costs.    1,  2. 

Order  to  pay — Committal  under  Debtors  Act 

([528 

See  CoMunTAL  ukdkb  Debtobs  Aot. 

Security  for— Cross-suit— Bill  by  co^P^S? 

being  wound  up      -  -  -     286 

See  Secubitt  fob  Costs. 

Transfer  of  suits  -  -  -     517 

See  Tbansfbb  of  Surrs. 
Trustee  Belief  Act— Income  and  corpus  809 

See  TBT7OTEE  Bblixf  Act. 
.  Uncertificated  solicitor  -  -  -     766 

See  Taxation  of  Costs.    3. 
COUHBEL'S  FKB8— Costs  of  three  counsel—When 

allowed  -  -         '    ^     '     **• "' 

See  Taxation  of  Costs.    1,  2. 
CBBDITOB— Extraordinary  resolution  of  creditors 

^Liquidation  by  arrangement     -     528 

See    Bxtbaobdinaby     Besolutiom    of 
Cbeditobs. 
, Secured— Proof  by— Bankruptcy       -     780 

See  Cbkditob  holding  Secubitt. 
CBXDrrOB  HOlBnrO  SECUBITY— C>«d«o«'i)eeci 
—Uquidatian  Act  {ISeS)  ^  Bankruptcu^Subee^ 
qu^Iniereti-Valuation.^  A  debtw^ executed 
STinspectorship  deed  under  the  Bankruptcy  Ad, 
1861  A  Judge  in  Chancery,  acting  under  the 
lAtmidaUtm  Act,  1868,  ascertained  the  value  of 
«lie  securities  held  by  the  secured  creditors,  which 


821 


^•lue  the  creditors  were  to  take  in  discharge  of 


OBSDITOB  EOLDDTO  SSCUBITf—eontinved, 
their  debts,  and  to  be  allowed  to  prove  for  tlie 
deficiencT: — HM^  that  the  rule  in  bankruptcy 
preyailed,  and  that  the  value  so  ascertained  muBt 
go  in  reduction  of  the  principal  and  interest  due 
to  the  secured  creditors  at  the  date  of  the  in- 
speotorsbip  deed,  and  to  be  proved  for  by  tlxe 
creditors,  and  could  not  be  applied  by  tbe 
creditors  in  the  first  place  towards  payment  of 
interest  accrued  on  their  debts  since  the  date  of 
the  inspectorship* — Decision  of  JSacon,  V.C^  re« 
versed.    Jn  re  Bavin  -         -  -  -     760 

GBXDITOBB'  DEED — Not  executed  by  creditors — 
Bight  of  trustee  to  sue  strangers  -  71 
See  Tbubteb  of  Cbbditobs'  Deed. 

Opening  accounts — Overcharges — Jurisdic- 
tion     61 

See  Banebuftot  Jubisdiotion.    1. 

Secured  creditor— Interest— Liquidation  Act, 

1868 'f^ 

See  Cbeditob  holdino  Secubitt. 
0B088-BBMAINDEB8  B7   IKFIICATIOE- TTOt 
—  Ckynttruetion—lBsue.']     A    testator  gave  his 
residuary  personal  estate  upon  trust  to  pay  the 
income  equally  between  his  three  daughters,  f;* 
JR,  and  6.,  during  their  respective  lives ;  and  u 
all  or  any  of  them  should  die  leaving  issue,  to 
pay  one-third  of  the  i>rincipal  amongst  the  i^^ 
of  each  daughter  so  dying,  in  equal  shares ;  andu 
only  one  such  daughter  should  die  leaving  is^o* 
then  in  trust  to  pav  and  apply  the  whole  residue 
equally  amongst  the  issue  of  such  one  daughter ; 
but  if  all  the  daughters  should  die  without  lea^* 
ing  issue,  then  over.    C.  died  leaving  iaaue,  an^ 
afterwards  F.  died  without  leaving  issme  :— HcW 
(reversing  the  decision  of  TTicfcww,  V.C.),  tha* 
cross-limitations  were  to  be  implied  between  the 
daughters  and  their  fSuaulies,  and  that  the  issue  of 
each  daughter  were,  for  all  purposes,  to  be  ascer- 
tained at  ner  own  death ;  and  that  therefore  one 
moiety  of  F.*$  share  was  payable  to  the  issue  of  C. 
living  at  C.'$  death,  and  the  other  moiety  went  by 
way  of  accretion  to  E*$  original  share.     In  re 
Bidge's  Tbusts  .  .  -  -     886 

0B068-8niT— Securihr  for  cost*— Bill  by  company 
being  wound  up       -  -  -     886 

See  Hwuvsm  fob  Costs. 

GBOWK— Bights  of— Trust  of  land  for  alien    848 

^CONVEBSION. 

OUICnLATIVE  Om — Legacies — 3\oo   Codicils — 
Effidenee—Letter  from  SAieitor  to  Testator,^    A 
testator,  by    codicil,    gave    legacies   of   various 
amounts  to  nine  legatees,  and  a  year's  wages  to 
every  one  of  his  servants.     He  afterwards  made  a 
second  codicU,  which  was  substantially  a  copy  of 
the  former,  except  as  follows :— One  of  the  legatees 
named  in  the  first  codicil  was  not  named  in  the 
second— three  of  the  legacies  given  by  the  second 
codicil  were  less  than  those  given  by  the  first  to 
the  same  persons— one  legacy  was  given  by  the 
second  codicil  to  a  person  not  named  in  the  first — 
the  gift  to  servants  by  the  second  codicil  was  of 
"  a  year's  wages  liberally  interpretwi,'*  and  the 
second  codicil  contained  a  direction  for  payment 
of  duty  on  legacies  i—Beld  (affirming  the  decision 
of  Bacon,  V.O.),  that  the  case  was  not  taken  out 
of  the  general  rule  that  the  gift  of  a  legacy  by  a 
subsequent  instrument  to  a  person  who  takes  a 


WHTBAOI  VT  OOBFOBAnOV— con^'nuai. 

the  company,  then  the  coEnpeny  vould  my  him 
£5000.  The  cottagea  were  accorJiagly  built,  &□<! 
when  the  railway  was  wmpleted  £e  contractor 
left  them  on  the  land,  aod  the  ageat  of  the  com- 
pany made  an  agreement  with  the  contractor  thnt 
be  ahoold  be  paid  £300  a  year  for  the  cottages  by 
■way  of  rent,  with  an  option  tn  the  company  to 
purchan  them  for  £5000.  This  agreement  wa« 
otm&rmed  by  a  reeolutioii  of  the  boaiil  of  directors. 
Theoompany  paid  the  £500  a  year  for  some  years, 
and  then  refused  to  pay : — Hdd,  that  the  claim  of 
the  ooDtractor  being  simply  for  payment  of  money 
CDold  not  be  enforced  in  tbe  Court  of  Chancery  ; 
and  that  tboagh  the  contractor  was  nnable  to  sue 
at  law  because  the  agreement  was  not  nnder  seal, 
he  did  not  thereby  obtain  an  equity  to  enforce  a 
claim  for  money ; — Bdd,  also,  that  inasmuch  as  the 
coatraotor  did  not  act  in  ignorance  of  the  rights 
of  the  company,  he  could  not  claim  compemstion 
for  baring  been  induced  to  buUd  on  tbe  [and  of 
the  company.— Order  of  the  Master  of  the  Kolls 
affirmed.    Cbuifton  v.  Vabha  Railwat  Com- 

ommACT  BT  70BZIOS  oovKBinmT— ^- 

/orcing  CWrnet — Dejmtit  in  thii  Counlrjj — Pay- 
mmt  —  Certi&eata  rs/used.]  Where  a  foreign 
government  nas  made  a  contract  in  this  country, 
and  has  lodged  money  in  the  hands  of  agents  id 
this  country  for  payment  of  the  sums  to  become 
due  under  the  contract,  the  Court  will  not  re^ue 
relief  to  the  contractor  because  the  contract  was 
with  a  foreign  government,  nor  because  the  foreign 
goyemment  does  not  appear  before  the  Court. — 
Where  goods  are  to  be  paid  foe  when  received, 
and  money  is  lodged  for  payment  on  the  produc- 
tion of  certificates  from  an  agent  of  the  purcbaaer. 
the  Court,  If  certificates  ore  refused,  may  direct  an 
inquiry  and  otdei  payment  of  what  is  due  to  tbe 
contractor  who  has  supplied  the  goods.  —  The 
French,  OoTenunent  contraoled  in  England  for 
the  purchase  of  a  large  number  of  cartridges, 
which  were  to  be  inroeoted,  and  when  acoepted 
were  to  be  paid  for  through  the  French  amDsis- 
sador;  and  bankers  in  England,  who  bod  in  their 
hands  funds  belonging  to  the  French  Govemment. 
wrote  to  the  contractor  in  England  that  a  special 
credit  for  £40,000  had  been  opened  in  his  favou: 
and  would  be  paid  to  him  upon  receipt  of  cerii 
floates  from  the  French  ambassador.  Some  car- 
tridges were  supplied  and  paid  for,  and  others  were 
delivered  to  agents  for  tbe  French  Ootemmeut : 
but  other  agents  of  the  French  Government  alleged 
that  the  time  for  the  delivery  had  eipired.  Cer- 
tificates were  refused,  and  the  bankers  refused  to 
make  any  further  payments.  The  contractor 
thereupon  filed  his  bill  against  tbe  bankers  and 
the  Ptennb  Qovemmcnt,  praying  to  have  the 
balance  of  the  £40,000  brought  into  Court,  end 
foran  inquiry  and  payment.  The  French  Govern- 
ment did  not  appear.  The  bankers  were  ordered 
to  bring  the  money  into  Court ;  and  tbecontractor 
was  declared  to  be  entitled  to  payment  for  nil 
cartridges  delivered  under  the  contract ;  and  in- 
auiriea  what  cartridges  bad  been  delivered  were 
directed.— Decree  of  SfoJins,  V.O.,  affirmed,  with 
variations.    Lahivi^chb  v.  Mobqah  -      S90 

OOVniBIITOKT— Acceptance  of  shares    -     hVt 
8m  Aockftaxcb  op  Shabes. 


EX.  [Ch.  Vol.  Y 

OOBTBIBUTOBT— conCi'nusil. 

Bankrupt  shareholder  -  -         -    ' 

See  Bankbdft  SiuBBBOu>*a. 
Com^omise  by  liquidator        -         *     3 

SM  OOHpaomst  BT  IiIQUauTOt. 
Indemnitj  by  cestui  gue  Irwt— Suit  by  liiji 

dator  in  name  of  trustee   -         -    < 

See  Officmi.  LiauwAToa. 
In&nt  transferee  -  -         -     ' 

Bee  Intaht  Tbamsfkhib. 
Misrepreseatation  in  proapectns 

See  MlSBKFOISCKTATIOH  IN  Pbootctc 
Fast  members    -  -  -         -    1 

See  Past  Ubuebi. 
Tranifi^r  of  shares         -      MS,  S96,  a.,  i 

Bee  Trakbfek  or  Shab^  1 — 1. 
OOirVKMOOK— £(to(<on— TFiflo/"SfarrW  IF™ 
—Tnut  of  Land  for  Jlisn — No&iratualin  i 
1870  (33  Via.  e.  li).  St.  2.  18.]  By  an  iodento 
dated  in  March,  1862,  lands  were  conveyed  byl 
tenants  in  oommon,  L.  and  8.,  to  a  tnistM  d[ 
tmst  to  sell  and  to  hold  the  pmoeeds  In  trust 
L.  and  B,  la  equal  shores,  and  as  to  the  ihsTr 
jS.  for  her  separate  use.  Tbe  indentme  ooottic 
powers  of  eicbaoge  and  partition ;  and  it  > 
declared  that  until  the  sale  the  trustee  sbouid  1» 
the  lands  upon  trust  as  to  one  moiety  for  L.  > 
aslo  tbe  other  moiety  for  S.  for  her  separate  uit 
By  articles  of  agreement  made  in  the  follooi 
month,  it  was  Dgreed  that  the  trustee  should  '1 
the  lands  descriiitd  in  the  first  schedule  to  £..  ■ 
tboee  described  in  the  second  scbedule  toS-^ 
should  stand  possessed  of  the  allotmeutii  npn  ' 
eame  trusts  as  were  by  the  deed  of  Hareh,  lil< 
declared  of  the  respective  moietiec,  but  willw 
prejudice  to  the  powers  vested  in  the  truslM 
that  indenture.^^.  was  a  married  woman,  » 
her  bnsband  was  an  alien.  By  her  will,  nude 
August,  1862,  she  gave  all  her  landed  fTOpa 
situated  at  E.,  being  her  allotment  vnder  t 
articles  of  agreement,  which  still  remained  tiaM 
to  her  hus^nd  for  life,  witb  remainder  oier: 
Meld  (reversing  Uie  decision  of  BlitarU  V.C.J,  tl 
the  trust  for  sale  liad  been  put  an  end  to  bf  t 
agreement  of  April,  I8G2  ;  and  that  the  piW' 
passed  as  real  estote  under  tbe  will  of  S.  .—oc 
also,  tliat  if  the  trust  for  sale  had  been  Mill » 
sisting,  8.  had  elected  to  take  tbe  propertyu'; 
estate.— The  A'uiumJuattoB  AcL,  1870  (S3  >i 
c.  H),  B.  2,  is  not  retrospective.— The  Court 
Chancery  will  enforce  in  favour  of  the  Cio»ii 
trust  of  land  Kir  an  alien  oreated  prior  to  the  A 
—BaTTOW  V.  Wadkitt  (24  Be«T.  1)  nppiorel 
SoABp  V.  St.  Badvtob  -         -        -    ' 

OOPTHOU*— Beservation  of  minerab— Ou 


OOJUrWALL— Custom  of— Coot  book         -    » 

See  Cost  Book  Com'AirT. 
OOSFOHATIOV— Contract  not  nndar  «al  -    > 

See  COMTBAOT  BT  CoBPOBAnON. 

Town  Improvement  CommissioDBis-BMi^ 

Bee  CoKPOBATiOB  BoNsa.  [' 

OOBPWATIOT  BOHM  —  Right  to  f<t^^ 
Fatpnent  bg  Ltrf— Beeeimr,]    By  an  Act  of  r" 

liamnnl         {IniTI  m  i  luS  nnAA      VerA     aunomteil.    *^ 


appointed.  > 
I  improving  a  to' 


J'JK'KPOEATIOH  VOXJta—eoiUinued. 
^^^^  "ere  aDthorized  to  levy  rates  on  the  town 
^S***  *o  boiTow  money  on  tliB  aecurity  of  the  rates, 
^i  wtS^  bonds  for  the  money  so  borrowed,  of  wLieh 
^*W>  at  the  least  should  be  ohosen  by  lot,  and 
""  iDtereet  on  the  bonds  bad 

eioept  in  two  yeai^  £100 

-  ^ off  every  year,  but  above  £15.000 

Ciwi*"^  on  the  security  of  the  bond*:— fliM 
^^Biin^  the  decieioQ  _?'    J?™^^^-^). 


J*  diilj  paid, 
*  fceen  paid  ol 


*»,i3^^  of  bonds  to  the 
V>  tt  ^  immediate  p*ynient  ont  of  the  rates  or 

*>»r?*'*'"'of 'berates,    Prmbtos  r.  Cobpobation 
fl,j^»«*i  YiaaoDTH  -  -  -  -     6*6 

«^^-*)0K  COKFAST— Oiutom  of  Cbrntmn.]  A 
^y^g/^older  in  a  Cornish  mine  worked  on  the 
*Sfia  «yatem,  relinqniahed  his  Bhwes  in  July. 
»-^2^  Mid  paid  hia  diare  of  the  eipensea  up  to  bis 
«^g^"ieal.  In  August,  1869,  an  oider  for  wind- 
•ab^jP  'he  oompany  was  made,  and  the  retired 
*^  ooldtT  claimed  to  prove  as  a  eredilor  for  the 
"Sb^  "'  bia  share  of  the  atook  and  plant.  The 
^'ic-  ,^  iTi'-ufficient  to  pay  the  oroditora  of  the 
,j'''  ,'^^  '.■■ing  b*en  fonnd  by  a  jnry  that, 
Cii'  ''  ii.l','  '.  '"  "  e  cQstom  of  ComuoH,  an  adventnrer 
*'i''^'  'lUii  '  ''  "lii'B,  upon  reliuqaishiog  hia  shares 
*'C  '^iu,""""'K  his  proportion  of  the  liabilities  of 
■'irt'^re  ,V'^  '''  *'"''  ^'^'  "  onti'led  ^  be  paid 
tiYI^,.  ■'  'liii  then  value  of  the  stock  and  plant, 
Bhare  is  dne  to  him  immediately, 
niihin  two  yean,  the  proof  was 
>  re  Pbobfxb  Uhtito  Miwcso  Coit- 
__       rtt  Palhcb 


jw; 


N 


.0^^^«l— Bespondent'f  gait  affected  by  ap- 

%  ■^^^*.*B  foes— Three  coDnul     -     «,  81» 
^*~  TiXATioK  Of  Ousts.    1,2. 

4.  "^^^       ^^"'J  pay — Commitlal  under  Debtors  Aot 

*-  ■^^  =-^*        CoMHITTAL  mraiB  DiBTOBS  AOT. 

"^^  -»  for— Crosft-*nit— Bill  by   company 
-^^g  wound  up      -  -  -     M« 

^    meoubtti  fob  CtWTB. 

B17 


,jr  of  euitt  - 

'^  Tkakbteb  or  Smra. 
'^  Relief  Act — Income  and  corpus  60B 
TBnareB  Rujir  hot. 
iflcated  solicitor  - 
,m  Taxation  or  CoBis,  3. 
■B  FKEB— Costs  of  three  oonii»el--Wben 
.Ilowod   -  -  -    ,    „ 

5ee  Taxation  of  Costs.     1,  i- 
-OITOB—Eitraotdinary  resolution  ot  ordito™ 
iJ**^      —Liquidation  by  arraogemant     -     «« 

Sea        BnBAOBDlHABK       BWOtDTlON       OF 

Cbbditohs. 

Secured— Proof  by— Bankruptcy        -     W 

See  CB«DnOB  holdimo  BxcuBTrr. 
fflfrHiroaHOLDnroBBCDBITT— Oe'ii'"-''P"^ 
Z^i^idMion  Act  (186a)-Ba»fc™p«Jf-S»^ 

^_  ;_.^ ».^™hin  Jwd  under  the  BanhnptBu  Act, 


OBBDITOB  H0IJ>IHO  BZOUBITT— omf  jnu«d. 

their  debts,  and  to  be  allowed  to  prove  for  the 
deflciencT :— if«W.  that  the  rule  in  bankruptcy 
prevailed,  sod  thai  the  value  so  ascertained  muat 
go  in  reduction  of  the  principal  and  interest  dua 
to  the  secured  creditors  at  the  data  of  the  in- 
speotorsbip  deed,  and  lo  be  piovad  for  by  the 
creditors,  end  ooold  not  be  applied  by  the 
creditors  in  the  first  place  towards  payment  of 
inteieat  accrued  on  their  debts  since  the  date  o( 
the  inspectorship. — Decision  of  Baixm,  V.C.,  re- 
versed. In  rs  Savih  -  -  -  -  760 
OBUHTOXB'  DIED— Not  eiecnted  by  creditors- 
Bight  of  trustee  to  sua  strangers  -  71 
Bte  Tbcwe*  or  CBiorroas'  Deed. 
Opening  aocoants — Overoha^es — Juiisdie- 

1. 


ji  inspectorship  deed  under  the  Banhnpl^  AO, 
1861.  A  Jad^e  '"  Cbanoery.  acting  under  Ibe 
ItotMadon  Act,  1S6B,  ascertained  the  value  of 
thl  securities  held  by  the  secured  creditors,  which 
Wue  the  creditors  were  '-  •-'-  ="  -li"-h"™  nf 


I  ilischarge  of 


>nAct, 
1868  -  -  -  -         -     760 

See  Cbbdtioii  soLDina  BaocBrrr. 

OBOss-KsiujinHats  bt  hcflicaiiox- irfli 

—  Coiutrvvtion  —  Inue.'}  A  teststor  gave  his 
reddusry  personal  estate  upon  tmst  to  pay  the 
income  eqnally  between  his  three  daughters,  F^ 
S.,  and  C,  during  their  respectire  lives ;  and  if 
all  or  any  of  them  should  die  leaving  issue,  to 
pay  one-third  of  the  [irindpal  amongst  the  issue 
of  each  daufchter  so  djing.  in  equal  shares :  andif 
only  one  such  daughter  abould  die  leaving  issue, 
then  in  trost  to  pay  arid  apply  the  whole  residne 
eqnally  amongst  the  issue  of  such  one  daughter ; 
bat  if  all  the  daughters  should  die  without  leav- 
ing issue,  then  over.  C.  died  leaving  inue,  and 
afterwards  F.  died  without  leaving  issue  ■.—Held 
(reversing  the  decision  of  Widcau,  V.C),  that 
croos-limitations  were  to  he  implied  between  the 
daughters  aud  their  bmilie8.and  that  the  issue  of 
each  daughter  were,  for  all  pnrposee,  to  be  aaoer' 
tained  at  her  own  death  ;  and  that  therefore  one 
moiety  of  F.'i  sboie  was  payable  to  the  issue  of  C 
living  at  C.'i  death,  and  the  other  moiety  went  by 
way  of  accretion  to  E.'i  original  share.  In  re 
Bidge'b  TansTS  _  .  -  .     665 

OBOBS-nnr—BecuritT  for  costs— Bill  by  company 
being  wound  ap        -  -  -      •» 

See  SnniBiTT  fob  Costs. 
OEOTB— Bights  of— Trost  of  laud  for  alien    348 

See  CoiTTKBalO!'. 
omCDIATIVX  aJn—Legaeiet—Tux)  Codicils— 
Endonos— LeOer  /ram  S^icilor  to  Te»talar.]  A 
testator,  by  codujil,  gave  legacies  of  sarions 
amounts  to  nine  legatees,  and  o  year's  wsges  to 
every  one  oF  his  servants.  He  atterwards  made  a 
second  codicil,  which  was  sobstantially  a  copy  of 
the  former,  87.cept  as  follows  r— One  of  tlie  legateee 
named  in  the  first  oodioil  was  not  named  in  the 
second— three  of  the  lemciea  given  by  the  second 
codicil  were  less  than  iLoae  given  by  the  first  to 
the  same  persons  one  legacy  wss  given  by  tha 
second  codiMl  to  a  person  not  named  iu  Ihe  first — 
the  gift  lo  servanls  bj  the  second  codicil  was  of 
"a  yeaPs  ws^es  libeially  inlerpretvd,"  and  the 
second  codicil  conloined  a  dirtction  for  payment 
of  duly  on  legsciee ;— fleW  {afarming  the  decision 
ot  Bacon,  V.U.),  that  the  case  was  not  taken  ont 
of  the  general  rule  that  the  gift  of  a  legacy  by  a 
subsequent  instrument  lo  a  penon  who  takes  a 
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OOHTEAOI  BT  OOEFOKAXIDir— eont/ntud. 

the  company,  Qieo  the  compaii}r  would  faj  him  - 
£5000.  The  oottagee  wore  acswtdingly  built,  and 
when  the  railwuT  was  completed  the  contmctor  , 
left  them  on  the  land,  and  the  agent  of  the  com- 
pany made  an  agreement  with  the  rautraotor  thut  , 
he  Bboald  he  paid  £500  a  year  for  the  cottagea  by 
■way  of  rent,  with  an  option  to  the  company  t" 
purehase  them  foe  £5000.  Tliia  agreement  wa 
conBrmed  by  a  resolution  of  the  board  of  directors. 
The  oompaoy  paid  the  £500  a  year  for  some  yeara, 
and  then  refuBed  to  pay : — Held,  that  the  claim  of 
the  oontractor  being  simply  for  payment  of  money 
conld  not  be  enforced  in  the  Court  of  Chancery; 
ftnd  that  though  the  contractor  was  unable  to  iue 
at  law  becaiue  the  agreement  was  not  ander  «ea], 
he  did  not  thereby  obtain  an  equity  to  enforce  a 
claim  for  money : — Hddj  alio,  that  inaimuch  as  the 
contraotoi  did  not  act  in  ignorance  of  the  rights 
of  the  company,  ha  conld  not  claim  compcnsatic 
for  having  bean  indnoed  to  build  on  the  land  i 
the  compsjiT. — Order  of  the  Master  of  the  Kolls 
afflrmed.    Cbamfton  v.  Vab»a  Railway  Cox- 


ODKTKAOT  BT  lOKEIffir  QOTZRHUZHT— £n- 
/orciiig  Contract — Deporit  in  Viii  Countrj/ — Pay- 
ment —  CeriiJlaUea  re/tued.']  Where  a  foreign 
government  has  made  a  contract  in  this  country, 
and  has  lodged  money  in  the  hands  of  agenta  in 
this  country  for  payment  of  the  aums  to  oecome 
due  nnder  the  contract,  the  Court  will  not  reltase 
relief  to  the  contractor  because  the  contract  was 
with  a  foreign  govemmetit,  nor  because  the  foreign 
gorernment  does  not  appear  before  the  Court. — 
where  goods  are  to  be  paid  for  when  received, 
■nd  money  is  lodged  for  payment  on  the  piuduc- 
tiob  of  cerliBcates  from  an  agent  of  the  purchaser, 
the  Court,  if  certif  catea  are  refiised,  may  direct  an 
inquiry  and  order  payment  of  what  is  dne  to  the 
oontnwtot  who  has  supplied  the  goods.  —  Tlie 
French,  GovemmeDt  oontntcted  in  England  for 


were  to  be  paid  for  through  the  French 
ndoi;  and  bankers  in  England,  who  had  in  their 
hands  funds  belonging  to  the  French  GoTemmenI, 
wrote  to  the  contractor  in  England  that  a  special 
oredit  for  £40,000  had  been  opened  in  hia  favour, 
and  woold  be  paid  to  him  upon  receipt  of  certi- 
&ales  from  the  B'rench  ambassador.  Some  car- 
tridges were  supplied  and  paid  for,  and  others  were 
delivered  to  agents  for  the  French  Oovemmeut ; 
but  other  agents  of  the  French  Goremment  alleged 
that  the  time  for  the  delivery  1^  expired.  Cer- 
tifloatas  were  refused,  and  the  bankers  refused  to 
make  any  further  pAvments.  The  contractor 
thereupon  filed  his  bill  against  the  bankers  and 
the  French  Government,  praying  to  have  the 
balanoe  of  the  £40,000  brought  into  Court,  and 
for  an  inquiry  and  payment.  The  French  Govern- 
ment did  not  appear.  The  bankers  were  ordered 
to  bring  the  money  into  Court  ;  and  the  oontractor 
was  declared  to  be  entitled  to  payment  ibr  all 
cartridges  delivered  under  the  contract ;  and  in- 

Juiriee  what  cartridges  had  been  delivered  were 
ireoted.— Decree  of  Italia;  V.C.,  aflirmed,  with 
variations,    LabiviIibe  v.  Mobqax  -     ASO  : 

fiBT  I 


—  Bankrupt  shareholder  -  -         '    ' 

Ste  BAKKBDFT  BOABEHOLDBa. 

—  Compromiae  by  liquidator 
See  OosPBOioBK  bt  Liquidatob. 

—  lodemnity  by  ceitui  9110  (nut— Suit  byli< 
dator  in  name  of  trustee   - 
See  OmciAL  Liquidatob. 

—  Infont  transferee  .  -         - 
See  Inpaht  TsAijBPBBKa. 

Hiarepresentation  in  prospectni 

See  MiSBEPBUENTATioH  m  pBoarini 

PaitmembeiB    -  -  -         - 

See  TtwF  MinnitH. 

Transfer  of  shares         -      MS,  S98,  n.. 

See  Tkahsteb  or  Skabbb.  1 — f. 
OBSVXaaOE-^EUction^Wmof  Married  ffor 
—  TViMl  of  Land  for  Alien — Natmniiiattim 
1870  (38  Fiat.  e.  14).  m.  2. 18.]  By  an  indent 
dated  in  March,  1S62,  lauds  were  conveyed  bj 
tenants  in  common,  L.  and  8.,  to  a  triutn  n 
trust  to  sell  and  to  hold  the  nmcenls  in  trust 
L.  and  8.  in  equal  shares,  and  as  to  the  ih*'' 
S.  for  her  separato  use.  The  indenture  omtii 
powers  of  excbaoge  and  partition;  and  it 
declared  Uiat  nutU  the  sale  the  trustee  should  t 
the  lands  upon  trust  as  to  one  moiety  for  L.  ■■ 
as  to  the  other  moiety  for  S.  for  bar  separate  ii> 
By  Bxtides  of  agreement  made  in  the  foUo* 
month,  it  was  ngreed  that  the  trustee  should  ■ 
the  lands  describEd  in  the  first  schedule  to X.,> 
thoae  described  in  the  second  scbednle  to  S.,  1 
should  stand  possessed  of  the  allotmentd  npon 
Mme  trnata  as  were  by  the  deed  of  Hucb,  l< 
declared  of  the  respective  moietiea,  but  vitb 
prejudice  to  the  powers  Tested  in  the  tnutK 
that  indenture. — 8.  was  *  married  wranan,  1 
her  husband  was  an  alien.  By  her  will,  mid( 
August,  1862,  she  gave  all  ber  landed  pn^ 
situated  at  E.,  being  her  allotment  nndei 
articles  of  agreement,  which  still  remained  no* 
to  her  husMnd  for  life,  with  remainder  over 
JeW  (reversing  Uie  decision  of  StuarU  V.C),  1 
the  trust  for  sde  liad  been  put  hu  end  to  i>J 
agreement  of  April,  1862  ;  and  that  the  pro^ 
passed  as  real  eatale  under  tUo  will  of  S.:— •"' 
also,  ttiat  if  the  tnst  for  sale  had  been  still  > 
sisting,  8.  had  elected  to  take  the  propertj'Sii 
estate.— The  A'nfuroJuoiion  Aet,  1870  (33  \ 
c.  H),  8,  2,  is  not  retrospective.— The  Court 
Chancery  will  enforce  in  favour  of  the  Crowi 
trust  of  laud  for  an  alien  created  prior  to  the  J 
—Barrow  v,  Wadkia  (24  Beav,  1)  appwml 
Sharp  v.  Bt.  Bacvkob  -  -         -    ■ 

00?THOLIiB— Beserration  of  minerals— Q' 

Bee  Resbbvation  of  Himbbau. 
OOBHWALL— Custom  of— Cost  book        -    ' 

See  Cost  Boob  Comi'amt. 
OOBTOSAHOir— Contract  not  under  seal  -    ' 

See  CoNTBAiri  bt  Cohpobatuih. 

Town  Improvement  CommiasionBi*— Bmi 

See  CoHPORATIO.f  BOKDS.  I' 


expend  numey  in  improving  a 


Vol-.  YIL^ 
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^^&:POBATIOH  BOimS — continued. 

"^^^^y   were  authorized  to  levy  lates  on  the  town 

^*^<i  to  borrow  money  on  the  security  of  the  rates, 

^?'"^ixig  bonds  for  the  money  ao  borrowed,  of  which 

?^pO  at  the  least  shoulci  be  chosen  by  lot,  and 

P|^^^  off  every  year.     Isterest  on  the  bonds  had 

?^^^    didy  paid,  and,  except  in  two  years.  £100 

^J^*^  "been  paid  off  eyery  year,  but  aboTe  £15,000 

>^^«>.ined  on  the  security  of  the  bonds: — Held 

^^^Ttting  the  decision    of    Bacon,  V.O.),    that 

^SV?^^  of  bonds  to  the  amonnt  of  £800  were  not 

^^^*led  to  immediate  payment  out  of  the  rates  or 

^^  *^ceiveroftheittteB,    jPbbbtos  r.  Oobpobation 

^j^^HRAT  Yabmouth  -  -  "  -     656 

%?J^-BOOK  C0MPAinr--Ou»lom  o/ CSffrntoaK.]   A 

^jujTf^older  in  a  Cornish  mine  worked  on  the 

Xj^r book  system,  relinquished  his  shares  in  July, 

^^^  and  paid  his  share  of  the  expenses  up  to  his 

ti^^ment.    In  August,  1869,  an  order  for  wind- 

^J553*  ^^e  company  was  made,  and  the  retired 

V^J^holder  claimed  to  prove  as  a  creditor  for  the 

^^^  of  his  share  of  the  stock  and  plant.    The 

^^^  ^®'^  insufficient  to  pay  the  creditors  of  the 

^I?^W'  ^*  leaving  been  found  by  a  jury  that, 

2i  '^  J!2^  ***  *^®  custom  of  ComwaU,  an  adventurer 

t^<J  ^•:*>ook  mine,  upon  reUnquishing  his  shares 

^t?  Cl^  ^&^^K  liifl  proportion  of  the  liabilities  of 

%Kl<?f*P>'  at  that  date,  is  entitled  to  be  paid 

Vd  %t        *^«  *l^«n  value  of  the  stock  and  plant, 

J^^-^J'alS*^^  *^M^e  is  due  to  him  immediately, 

^^^    «>ie    within  two  years,  the  proof   was 

^^'  igb-     "^  w  Pbospkb  Unitkd  Mwino  CJom- 

^^■^ ->>^rte  Palmer      .  -  -     286 

\        J3>S^!?^— Respondent's  suit  affected  by  ap- 
^C  -^^^    ..  -         -  -     180 

(L  "^^^^^a  fees — Three  counsel     -     48,  618 
^**^^  ^^^^     TTaxatiok  of  Costs.    1, 2. 

pay Committal  under  Debtors  Act 

CoMHirrAL  UMDKB  Dkbtobs  Acjt, 
^  for— Crofls-suit— Bill  by  company 
ig  wound  up      -  -  -     *** 

Sboubtty  fob  Cobtb. 
r  of  suits  -         -  -     W7 

Tbakbveb  of  Suits. 
Belief  Act— Income  and  corpus  609 

Tbtjoteb  Bklhf  Act. 

iiicated  solicitor  -  -  •     "^^ 

>  Taxation  of  Costs.    3. 
,KB8— Costs  of  three  oonn8el--When 
owed  -  -         -  "     *^»"' 

e  Taxation  of  CoffTS.    1,  2. 
—Extraordinary  resolution  of  creditors 
—LdQuidation  by  arrangement     -     oaw 

See      EXTBAOBDINABY      BB80LUT10N      OF 

Cbbditobs. 
^ured— Proof  by-Bankrupt^       -     7«i 

^^JSmCBBDITOK  HOLDING  SBCUBTTT. 

^iftelnler«»e— Kolttoiion.]  A  debtor  executed 
^tftisDectorship  deed  under  the  Bankruptcy  A^ 
ISfil^  A  Judge  in  Chancery,  acting  under  the 
f^tdc^on  A  1868,  aecertained  tEe  value  of 
f^S^es  held  by  the  secured  creditors,  which 
tSdu^  creditors  Were  to  take  in  rhscharge  of 


OBEDITOB  EOLDDTO  SECflBin—eontinved. 
their  debts,  and  to  be  allowed  to  prove  for  the 
deficiency  :—J3e2d,  that  the  rule  in  bankruptcy 
prevailed,  and  that  the  value  so  ascertained  must 
go  in  reduction  of  the  principal  and  interest  due 
to  the  secured  creditors  at  the  date  of  the  in- 
spectorship deed,  and  to  be  proved  for  by  the 
creditors,   and   could   not   be   applied   by    the 
creditors  in  the  first  place  towards  payment  of 
interest  accrued  on  their  debts  since  the  date  of 
the  inspectorship.-— Decision  of  JJcuxw,  ^•^•»  JSj 
versed.    In  rs  Bavin-         -  -  ~      «®" 
CBEDrrOBS*  DEED— Not  executed  by  creditors — 
Bight  of  trustee  to  sue  strangers  -       71 
See  Tbustbb  of  CBBDrroES*  Deed. 
Opening  aooounts— Overcharges— Jurisdic- 
tion   -          -          -           -  -       ®* 
See  Bankbuptot  Jurisdiotion.    1. 

Secured  creditor — ^Interest — ^Liquidation  Act, 

1868 ''W 

See  Cbxdttob  HOLDiNa  Sbgubttt. 

GBOSS-BZMAIHDEBS  BY  DEFLICATIOH— TftH 

—.CoMtrwstion  —  l89ue.']  A  testator  gave  his 
residuary  personal  estate  upon  trust  to  pay  the 
income  equally  between  his  three  daughters,  F^ 
JR.,  and  C,,  during  their  respective  lives ;  and  if 
all  or  any  of  them  should  die  leaving  issue,  to 
pay  one-third  of  the  i>rincipal  amongst  the  issue 
of  each  daughter  so  dying,  in  equal  shares ;  and  if 
only  one  such  daughter  should  die  leaving  issue, 
then  in  trust  to  pay  and  apply  the  whole  residue 
equally  amongst  the  issue  of  such  one  daughter ; 
but  if  all  the  daughters  should  die  without  leav- 
ing issue,  then  over.  C  died  leaving  issue,  and 
afterwards  F.  died  without  leaving  issue : — Hdd 
(reversing  the  decision  of  Wiekene,  V.C),  that 
cross-limitations  were  to  be  implied  between  the 
daughters  and  their  fiimilies,and  that  the  issue  of 
each  daughter  were,  for  all  purposes,  to  be  ascer- 
tained at  her  own  death  ;  and  that  therefore  one 
moiety  of  F.'e  share  was  payable  to  the  issue  of  C. 
living  at  C.'e  death,  and  the  other  moiety  went  by 
way  of  accretion  to  J&.'s  original  share.  In  re 
Bidge's  Trusts  -         -         -         -     W6 

CBOfl&4n7IT— Security  for  costs— Bill  by  company 
being  wound  up       -  -  -     SSo 

See  Sbodritt  fob  Costs. 
GBOWH— Bights  of— Trust  of  land  for  alien    843 

See  C(»7VBBSI0N. 
OUICniATiyS  QXn—Legaeie$^Two  CodiciU^ 
Evidence— LeUer  from  SolieUor  to  Tutator,^    A 
testator,  by    codicil,    gave    legacies   of  vanous 
amounts  to  nine  legatees,  and  a  year's  wages  to 
every  one  of  his  servants.     He  afterwards  made  a 
second  codicU,  which  was  substantially  a  copy  of 
the  former,  except  as  follows :— One  of  the  legatees 
named  in  the  first  codicil  was  not  named  m  the 
second— three  of  the  legacies  given  by  the  second 
codicil  were  less  than  those  given  by  the  first  to 
the  same  persons— one  legacy  was  given  by  the 
second  codicil  to  a  person  not  named  in  the  first — 
the  gift  to  servants  by  the  second  codicil  was  of 
"  a  year's  wages  liberally  interpreted,"  and  the 
second  codicil  contained  a  direction  for  payment 
of  duty  on  legacies  i—Held  (affirming  the  decision 
of  Bacon,  V.C.X  that  the  case  was  not  taken  out 
of  the  general  rule  that  the  gift  of  a  legacy  by  a 
subsequent  instrument  to  a  person  who  takes  a 


OOHTEAOI  ST  OOBFOBAnOH— continuoi. 

the  comnny,  then  the  companjr  wanld  pay  bim 
£5000.  The  cottages  were  accordingly  built,  and 
vben  the  railwaj  wns  completed  me  contractor 
len  them  on  the  land,  and  the  ageat  of  the  oom- 
ptuiy  made  an  aereement  with  the  coGtractoi  that 
he  anoDld  be  paid  £500  a  year  for  the  cottages  by 
way  of  rent,  with  an  option  to  the  compony  to 
purchase  them  for  £5000.  This  agreement  wa4 
oonflimed  by  a  leeolution  of  the  boara  of  directors. 
The  oompaoy  paid  the  £S00  a  year  for  some  years, 
and  then  rafuaad  to  pay: — H«iil,  that  the  claim  of 
the  oontnictot  being  simply  for  payment  of  money 
coald  not  he  enforrod  in  tba  Court  of  Chancery ; 
und  that  though  the  oonttactoi  was  unable  to  aue 
at  law  because  the  agreement  was  not  under  seal, 
he  did  not  thereby  obtain  an  equity  to  enforce  a 
claim  for  money : — fisld.alsa,  thatinasmuchaathe 
contraotor  did  not  act  in  ignorance  of  the  rights 
of  the  oompftny,  he  could  not  claim  compenaation 
for  having  been  indnoed  to  bniid  on  the  land  of 
the  company.— Order  of  the  Master  of  the  Kollg 
affirmed.    Crihptok  v.  Vabna  Railway  Com- 


COnKAOT  BT  TOSXiaS  OOVZSimVT— £'n- 
fOTBtng  Conlrod — DtfoM  in  lAU  Counirj/-~Pay- 
nenl  —  CerUSeaUs  rt/used]  Where  a  foreign 
government  has  made  a  contract  in  this  country, 
and  has  lodged  money  in  the  hands  of  agents  in 
this  country  for  payment  of  the  sums  to  become 
due  under  the  contract,  the  Court  will  not  refoae 
relief  to  the  contractor  because  the  contract  was 
with  a  foreign  govenuneiit,  nor  because  the  foreign 
government  does  not  appear  before  the  Court. — 
Where  goods  are  to  be  paid  for  when  received, 
and  money  is  lodged  for  payment  on  the  produc- 
tion of  certificates  from  an  agent  of  the  purchaser, 
the  Court,  if  certificates  are  refused,  may  direct  an 
inquiry  and  order  payment  of  what  is  tine  to  the 
contractor  who  has  sapplied  the  goods. — The 
f rench,  Oovemment  contracted  in  England  for 
the  purchase  of  a  large  number  of  cartridges, 
which  were  to  be  inapeoted,  and  when  aooepted 
wei«  to  be  paid  for  through  the  French  ambsis- 
eador;  and  bankers  in  England,  who  had  In  their 
handsftinde  belonging  to  the  French  Goverzunent, 
wrote  to  the  contractor  in  ^^latid  that  a  special 
credit  for  £40,000  had  been  opened  in  his  favour, 
and  would  be  paid  to  him  upon  receipt  of  certi- 
ficates from  the  French  ambassador.  Some  car- 
tridges were  supplied  and  paid  for,  and  others  were 
delivered  to  agents  for  the  French  Government ; 


tificates  were  refused,  and  the  bankers  refused  to 
make  any  further  pavments,  'J'he  contractor 
thereupon  filed  his  bill  against  the  bankers  and 
the  French  Government,  praying  to  have  the 
balance  of  the  £40,000  brought  into  Court,  end 
foran  inquiry  and  payment.  The  French  Govern- 
ment did  not  appear.  The  bankers  were  ordered 
to  bring  the  money  into  Court ;  and  thecontractor 
was  declared  to  be  entitled  to  payment  for  nil 
cartridges  deliveicd  under  the  contract ;  and  in- 
quiriee  what  cartridges  had  been  delivered  were 
directeH,— Decree  of  Jtfoiins,  V.C,  affirmed,  with 


variations.    LabiviIibe  v.  Mobqah 
OOITBIBDTOBT— Acceptance  of  shares 
8—  AocKFTAVca  or  Sbabes. 


fiST 


OOHTBIBUTOBT — eonlinued . 

Bankrupt  shareholder   -  -         -    ' 

See  BAKKBcrr  Shareholsis. 
Compromise  by  liquidator       -         -    ' 

Set  OOHFBOIUSE  BT  LMOIIUKW. 

Indemnity  by  cestui  jm  Irtiil— Suit  bj  liq 

dator  in  name  of  trustee   -         -    i 

8m  OFnCIAI,  LiqVIDATOK. 

In&at  transferee  -  -         -    1 

See  Infant  Tbahbfshzc. 
Misrepresentation  in  prospectus 

£!ss  Hisbxpbkscntatioh  in  Pboshwc 
Past  members    -  -  -         -    1 

See  Past  Uxmbebs. 
Tmnafcr  of  shai«s         -      S9S,  196,  b.,  f 

See  Tbanbfeb  or  Shabd.  1—1, 
tsaSVEXMam—EUetion^WiUo/MarTUd  ffo" 
—Tnut  of  Land  for  Jlieit— Noinroluatoa  i. 
1870  (33  Firf.  0,  li),  M-  2.  18.]  By  an  indwili: 
dated  in  March,  1862.  lands  were  oonveyed  bj  t 
tenants  in  oommon,  h.  and  S.,  to  a  tmilM  n| 
trust  to  sell  and  to  hold  the  pin»eds  in  trust 
L.  and  B.  in  equal  shareo,  and  as  to  the  ihirf 
S.  for  her  separate  use.  The  indenture  coitaii 
powers  cf  exchange  and  partition ;  and  it  ■ 
deckied  that  until  the  aale  the  tmstee  sbcoid  bi 
the  lands  upon  trust  as  to  one  moiety  for  L-  ■ 
as  to  tbe  other  moiety  forS.  for  her  sepsrate  nw 
By  articles  of  agreement  made  in  the  follovi 
month,  it  was  osreed  that  the  trustee  shoold  tl 
the  lands  described  in  tbu  first  schedule  to X.i 
those  described  in  the  second  schedule  to  S.,  • 
Bhould  stand  possessed  of  the  altotmentd  upon  I 
same  trusts  as  were  by  tbe  deed  of  March, !«' 
declared  of  tbe  respective  moiettes,  but  vitbi 
prejudice  to  the  powers  vested  in  the  tnulee 
that  indentuie.-nS.  wae  ft  married  womsn.  > 
bet  husband  was  an  alien.  By  her  will,  maite 
August,  1862.  she  gave  all  her  landed  propa 
situated  at  E.,  being  her  allotment  nnile:  I 
articles  of  agreement,  which  still  remained  nnsi 
to  her  husband  for  life,  with  remainder  or«: 
fi«W  Crovetsing  the  decision  of  Siuart,  V.C), « 
the  trust  for  sale  Lad  been  put  an  end  to  bj  t 
agreement  of  April,  1B62  ;  and  that  tbe  pioF' 
passed  as  real  estate  under  the  will  of  &.  ■—^'' 
also,  that  if  the  trust  for  sale  had  been  «Ull  " 
sisting,  S.  had  elected  to  take  the  propertjM" 
estate,— The  Natvralaation  Act,  1870  (33  \i 
c.  li),  s.  2,  is  not  retrospeotive.~Tho  Court 
Chancery  will  enforce  in  favour  of  the  Cnin 
trust  of  land  for  an  alien  created  prka  to  tht  ^' 
—Barrow  v,  WadJcin  (24  Beav.  1)  npprored^ 
Shabp  v.  St.  Sacvicb  -  -         '    ' 

eOPTHOLM— KeservatiiHi  of  minerali-ClJ 

clay  _  .         -         -    « 

See  Rkbibvatjok  or  HnmAU. 
(XUUTWALL— Custom  of—Cost  book        -    • 

See  Cost  Book  Comi'aitt. 
OOBFOBATIDB— Oontract  not  under  nal  -    ' 

See  COMTBAtTT  BT  CoBPOBATlOli, 

Town  Improvement  Coramissionets— &™ 

Ste  COBFOEATIOH  BOMDS,  >■ 

COBPOBATKW  BOinw  —  Bighi  to  PiV^ 
Payment  by  Lot-Beeeiver.]  By  an  Art  of  " 
Itament,  Commisaionera  were  aj^ioiDte'l,  « 
were  lo  expend  money  in  impioving  a  to" 


*-*«-  Vol.  VILJ  INI 

5P*^0BAn01t  BOXl>B—eontinued. 

^"^   were  ftuthorized  to  levy  rktea  on  the  town 

^?^  to  borrow  money  on  tho  seonrity  of  tba  lates. 

^^^^S  bonds  for  tho  money  so  borrowed,  of  which 
tLi-j  '*  ***«  leMt  should  be  ohoaen  by  lot,  uid 
^^  off  every  war.  Intereat  on  the  bonds  had 
^^^*i  duly  paid,  and,  eioept  in  two  years,  £100 

^^»n.ed  o= 

t^  ^  ™  '°  unmodiato  payment  ont  of  the  rates  or 
<i»,  -^^'eiver  of  the  rates.    Psbhtos  r.  CoBFOBAnON 

,j_>  WAT  YABMOnTH  -  -  -  -        M6 

»^^*»K  OOKPAMT— Oiwtom  0/ CbrnwoH.]   A 

t^ig?™ilder  io  a  ComUh  mine  worked  on  the 
^^68  ^  Bfetem,  relinqmahed  hia  ah&rea  in  July. 
^^^^'Ii'd  paid  hia  Bhare  of  the  eipenseB  up  to  bis 
**>kT^*'  ^"  AugoBt,  1869,  an  order  for  wind- 
*^tvf  'lie  oompany  was  made,  and  the  retired 
**l^'"''dtr  claimed  to  prove  a»  a  creditor  for  the 
■JW!?  ">f  hia  ahare  of  the  stock  and  plant.  The 
?>ihp  *.^fe  iniTifflciont  to  pay  the  erediton  of  the 
'1  '  .ing  been  found  by  a  jury  that, 
'  "  ' '  e  cnstora  of  ComwiiW,  anadrentarer 
■*  'UCi  ''""'^  naine,  npon  rolinqnirfiioghia  Bharea 
^ll  <>>ai!y^''°S  hU  proportion  of  the  liablUtieBof 
*Z'''«rp  ?^'  **  *'"'t  <*»'«'  "  entitled  to  be  paid 
'^0  'but  "**  **>«°  '"'"^  "'  ^^  ^^'^^  and  plant, 
^H.Paff,?'J''h  share  is  dne  to  him  tmmediBlely, 
C^''''f.  r  ^''1''''   'w  y^Wp   I""  pn»f   was 

^W'   >^j.       -* 'I  «  Pbosfeb  Uhitbd  MlMISO  COM- 
*-^-^^  -'-*•' rt«PiL«KB       -  -  -      2S6 

\       *»^^^*1— Itapondont'■«litaflbl!ledbyap- 
\   ^«»^^    "tLoe-mask.    1. 

\^&^*--sfee*— Throe  counsel     -     48,818 
^**-    —^     Taxation  or  Ukts.    1,  2. 

^"^  pay — Committal  ander  Debtors  Act 

GoHMriTAL  mniiB  Dkbtobs  Actt. 

X  ^^^^"^^-^  fbi— Craat^nil— Bill  by  company 
^^^^L'^E  w'""'*  "P  -  -  -  aM 
.  'St^^  — ^     Skodiut*  fob  CO8TB. 

^fer  of  Bolta  -  -  -     81T 

^*i  Thanbfeb  of  Ben*. 
■^  Belief  Act— Income  and  oorpns  809 
^^  TavwiBA  RuJKF  AOT. 
^liflcated  loUoitOT  -  -  -     766 

^fe  Taiatiom  of  Cobts.     3. 

IKEB— Costa  of  three  ooonBeI--When 

l-    owed   -  -  -  -     «."* 

Taxatiob  of  Com*.     1,  2. 

Extraordinary  resolntion  of  credit^ 

— Liqaidation  by  arrengemenl     -     o™ 

See       EXTBAOBDUrABir      Beboldtios 

CnBDrroBB. 
gMnaed — ^Froof  by— Bankmptoy 
/  "^  See  CBEDrrOtt  HoLciiro  SicrHrrr. 
^]TX0B  HOUHHO  aatlSrrt^CTediiorfDad 
t^idalion  -4^(1868)  — Bo«ft™pfcy-^&^ 


-      TOO 


"  Jt  inierut—Vaiaation:]  A  deblor  eieouted 
C^uiBpectorBLip  deed  nndei  the  Banhntplcv  Ad. 
'861      A  Judge  in  ChaDoery,  — ti""  ""dM  iho 


Wlue  the  credilofs  were  to  take  m  fliscbarge  of 


OBXDITOB  HOLDnrS  BBOUBITT— <wnfinue<l 

their  debts,  sod  to  be  allowed  to  prove  for  the 
deflciencT :— fleU,  that  the  mle  in  bankruptcy 
prevaiied,  and  that  the  Talae  bo  ascertained  must 
go  in  i«dnclion  of  the  principal  and  interest  due 
to  the  seonred  creditois  st  the  date  of  the  in- 
apeotorship  deed,  and  to  be  proved  for  by  the 
creditors,  and  oonld  not  be  applied  bj  tlie 
creditors  in  the  first  place  towan^  payment  of 
intereet  accmed  on  their  debts  sinoo  the  date  of 
the  iiupeotorghip<— Decision  of  Bacon,  V.C^  re- 
versed. In  Tt  Bavm  -  -  -  -  760 
CBZDITOBfl'  SXED—Not  eiecnted  by  creditora — 
Bight  of  trustee  to  sue  strangers  -  71 
Set  TsuffTEi  or  CBiorroaa'  Deep. 
■ — -~  Opening  aoooouts— Overoharges — Jnrisdio- 

SU  BaKKXDFTOY  JCBIEDIOnON.      1. 

Seonrod  creditor — Interest — Liquidation  Act, 

1868  -  -  -  -         -     780 

Bta  CBKorroK  Houmia  Sbcdsttt. 
CBOBfr-BHUUnnaU  by  IKPUCATOHr— ICiD 
—  Oxufrtietion  —  !•»««.]  A  testator  gave  his 
laadnaiy  personal  eatate  upon  tmst  to  pay  tbe 
Income  eqnalty  between  his  three  daugbten,  F^ 
B.,  and  C.,  during  their  respective  lives :  and  if 
all  or  any  of  them  should  die  leaving  issoe,  to 
pay  one-third  of  the  [iriacipal  amongst  tbe  issue 
of  eaoh  daughter  so  dying,  in  eqnal  shares ;  and  if 
only  one  such  danghlijt  should  die  leaving  isane, 
then  in  trust  to  pay  apd  apply  the  whole  reridne 
equally  amongst  the  issue  of  such  one  daughter ; 
bnt  if  all  the  daoghters  should  die  without  leav- 
ing Issue,  then  over.  C,  died  leaving  issue,  and 
af^rwards  F.  died  without  lenving  isane  -.—Hdd 
[revetsinp  the  dwision  of  Wichmtt,  V.C),  that 
croBfr-limitations  were  to  he  implied  between  the 
daughters  and  tbeir  families,  and  that  the  issue  of 
each  danghter  were,  for  all  purposea,  to  be  aacer- 
tained  at  her  own  death  ;  and  that  therefore  one 
moiety  of  y.'s  share  was  payable  to  the  ieroe  of  C. 
livinjj  at  C.'i  death,  and  tbe  other  moiety  went  by 
way  of  accretion  to  E.'t  original  share.  In  re 
Bidob's  Tbdsts  .  .  -  -     668 

OBOW-BITIT- Security  for  oost«— Bill  by  company 
being  wonnd  up      .  -  -     SIO 

Sm  SmoBrn  fob  Govts. 
OBOWT — Bights  of — Trust  of  land  for  alien    343 

Sm  COMVUSIDH. 

OUICDL&TIVB  Qln^Ltgacia — Too  CodiciU — 
Evidtnea— Letter /Toin  Bolieifm  to  Tettator.}  A 
teBtatot,  by  codicil,  gave  legaoios  of  various 
amounts  to  nine  legateee,  and  a  year's  wagts  to 
every  one  of  his  aervants.  He  afterwards  made  a 
second  codicil,  whit^  was  substantially  a  copy  of 
the  former, ejweptB*follows:—Oneoftlie legatees 
named  in  the  first  oodioil  was  not  named  in  the 
second — three  of  the  legacies  given  by  the  second 
codicil  were  le«  than  those  given  by  the  first  to 
the  same  persons— one  l^acy  was  given  by  the 
second  codioiL  to  a  person  not  named  in  the  tlrst — 
the  gift  to  servants  b;  the  B«»nd  codicil  was  of 
"  a  year's  wages  Uberally  inlarpreted,"  and  the 
seoond  codicil  contained  a  direction  for  pnyment 
of  duty  on  legaaiea ; — Htid  (affirming  the  decision 
of  Baoon,  V.C.),  thai  the  case  was  not  taken  out 
of  tbe  gnieial  mle  that  tbe  gift  of  a  legncy  by  a 
subsequent  instroment  to  a  person  who  takea  a 


OOHTRACI  BT  OOBPORATItnT— eoRti'nued. 

ompuif  vould  pay 

_  „  ■e  aoooriiingly  built,  and 

irhen  the  taitwu;  woa  completed  &e  contraolor 
left  them  on  the  Iftnd.  and  the  agent  of  the  oom- 
pmy  made  an  agreement  with  the  contractor  thut 
Le  should  be  paid  £500  a  year  for  the  cottagee  by 
TlAf  of  rent,  with  an  option  tn  the  company  to 
pnrchaae  them  for  fSOW,    This  agreement  wSB 
conBrmed  b;  a  resolution  of  the  board  of  directors. 
The  oompanj  paid  the  £600  a  year  for  some  yeara, 
and  then  refneed  to  j»y:—Held,  that  the  claim  of 
the  oontractor  being  eimply  for  payment  of  money 
could  not  be  enforced  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  ; 
Bud  that  though  the  contractor  was  nnuhle  to  Bue 
at  law  b«caiwe  the  agreement  was  not  under  leal, 
he  did  not  thereby  obtain  an  equity  to  enforce  a 
claim  fbr  money  :—BM,  alto,  that  inaamuch  as  the 
contractor  did  not  act  in  i^omnoe  of  the  rights 
of  the  oompaay,  he  conid  sot  claim  compeoaation 
for  having  been  induced  to  baild  on  the  land  of 
the  oompany. — Order  of  the  Maater  of  the  Kolla 
affirmed.    Cbuiptoh  e.  Vasna  Biilwai  Cou- 
TAXT      ------      S68 

OOHTEACI  27  TOBHSV  GOVEBniXHT— £n- 
/oreing  Coniraet^Depotit  in  tiiit  Countrg — Pay- 
ment —  Cfrtijteaiet  re/iued.']  Where  a  foreign 
govenmtent  baa  made  a  contract  in  this  country, 
and  btu  lodged  money  in  the  handa  of  ageata  in 
Uiia  country  for  payment  of  the  aums  to  become 
doe  under  the  contract,  the  Court  will  not  refuse 
relief  to  the  coutlBctor  becauae  the  contract  was 
irith  a  foreign  goTemment,  uor  because  the  foreign 
BOTemment  doe*  not  appear  before  the  Court, — 
Where  gooda  are  to  be  paid  for  when  received, 
and  money  ia  lodged  for  payment  on  the  prodnc- 
tiou  oT  certificates  fiom  an  agent  of  the  purchaaer. 
the  Court,  if  certifleatee  are  refHiaed,  may  direct  an 
inquiry  and  order  payment  of  what  is  due  to  the 
oontractor  who  has  supplied  the  goods.  —  The 
French.  Government  contracted  in  England  for 
the  pnrchaee  of  a  large  number  of  cartridgea, 
which  were  to  be  insMoted,  and  when  accepted 
were  to  be  paid  for  through  the  French  ambea- 
aador;  and  bankers  in  England,  who  had  in  their 
handa  fiinds  belonging  to  the  French  Government, 
wrote  to  the  contractor  in  England  that  a  epecial 
credit  far  £40,000  had  been  opened  in  his  favour, 
and  wonld  be  paid  to  him  upon  receipt  of  certi 
floatea  from  the  French  ambRSsador.  Some  car 
tridges  nere  supplied  and  paid  for,  and  others  wen 
delivered  to  agenta  for  the  French  Oovemment 
but  other  agents  of  the  French  Government  a]lage< 
that  the  time  for  the  delivery  bad  expired.  (>r 
tiflcates  were  refused,  and  the  bankets  refused  ti 
make  any  further  pnymeuta.  The  contractor 
thereupon  filed  his  bill  against  the  bankers  and 
the  French  Government,  ptaying  lo  have  the 
balance  of  the  £40,000  brought  into  Court,  and 
for  an  inquiry  and  payment.  The  French  Govern- 
ment did  not  appear.  The  bankers  were  ordered 
to  bring  the  money  into  Court ;  and  tbecoutraclor 
waa  declared  to  be  entitled  to  payment  fbr  nil 
cartridges  delivered  under  the  contract ;  and  in- 

Juiriea  what  cartridges  had  been  delivered  were 
ireoted .—Decree  of  Malin;  V.O.,  affirmed,  with 
variations.    LxBivittEs  v.  Hokuas  -     OBO 

OOimiBUTOBT— Acceptance  of  aharea    -     6B7 
8m  Aoccftakcb  or  Shabes. 


Bankrapl  ahareholder  -         -        -    ' 
Set  Bahkbcft  Shabkholdib. 

Comprocniee  by  liquidator 

Set  CoMFBOUtSE  BC  IiBlUIDA'R)K. 

Indramity  by  «jfut  que  (r»«(— Soil  bj  lit 
dator  in  name  of  trustee   - 
Bee  Official  Liquicatob. 
Inbnt  transferee  _  -         - 

Sea  IVFAHT  Tbaitbfkbec. 
Uiarepreeentation  in  prospectus 

See  HisBiFBrnEMTATiox  m  FioBPnTi 
■  Paat  members    -  -  -         -    ■ 

See  Past  MBMnraii. 
Tranaftr  of  sharea  -  Mli  MR  ■■i ' 
See  TRUfBFat  or  Bhabd.  1— t 
aarVXagiaS—EUttion—WiUof  Married  Wm 
—Thiel  of  Land  for  Jlien^NaHtraUiatim  . 
1870  (33  Viet.  e.  14),  n.  2,  18.]  By  an  indent' 
dated  in  March,  1862,  lands  «ere  conveyed  bj 
tenanta  in  oommou,  L.  and  S.,  to  a  trustte  u 
truat  lo  aell  and  to  hold  the  proc«ed»  in  tnut 
£.  and  8.  in  equal  aharea,  and  as  to  the  shin 
S.  for  her  separate  nae.    The  indentnre  cental 

Sowers  of  exchange  and  partition ;  and  it 
eclared  that  un^  the  aale  the  trustee  ehouid  b 
the  lands  npon  truat  aa  to  one  moiety  for  L.  i 
as  lo  the  other  moiety  for  8.  for  her  separate  i* 
By  articles  of  agreement  made  in  the  follor 
month,  it  waa  ogreod  that  the  trustee  shoDld  ■ 
the  lands  described  in  the  first  schedule  (o  h,  i 
those  described  in  the  aeoond  acbedule  to  S,  i 
should  stand  poaaesKd  of  the  allotments  upon 
same  truata  aa  were  by  the  deed  of  March,  1( 
declared  of  the  respective  moietiaa,  bat  int'i 
prejudice  to  the  powers  vested  in  the  tnutet 
that  indenture. — S.  wsa  a  married  womao.  i 
her  husband  was  an  alien.  By  her  will,  taiii 
August  1862,  ahe  gave  all  her  landed  f^? 
situated  at  E.,  being  her  allotnienl  nndei 
articlea  of  agreement,  which  slill  remainoi!  ons 
lo  her  husband  for  life,  with  remainder  over 
Held  (reveraing  the  decision  of  Slaart,  V.C),  t 
the  truat  for  sale  liad  been  put  an  end  to  oj 
agreement  of  April,  1862  :  and  that  tbeprot* 
passed  as  real  estate  under  tlie  will  of  S.  :—•'• 
also,  thai  if  the  trust  for  aale  had  been  itill ' 
aUting,  S.  hod  elected  to  take  the  propertj"! 
estate.— The  Haluralitation  AA,  1870  (SS  \ 
c.  14),  g.  2,  ia  not  retroepeotive.— The  uw" 
Chancery  wUi  enforce  in  favour  of  the  <iB«^ 
trust  of  land  for  an  alien  created  prior  lo  "i'  ■* 
—Barrow  v.  Wadkin  (2*  Beav.  1)  nppreral 
Seabp  e.  St.  Baiivcdb  -        -       '    ' 

OOTTEOLSa  — BeaerTBtioii  of  minemls-Ch 

See  Besbbtatioh  of  Hineuu. 
COBVWALL— Custom  of— Coat  book        -    ' 

See  Cost  Book  Coni-Aint. 
OOSFOBAncnr— Contract  not  under  »!  -    ' 

See  COSTBACT  BT  CoaPOBATION. 

Town  Improvement  Commiasionew-B""' 

See  CoRPOBATiD.i  BoNxa.  L' 

OOMOEATIW  EOHM  —  «rijW  to  ^"'^ 
Faytai-nl  by  Lo(— BeentPar.]    By  •"*'*,!, 
Hamont,     Commissioners    were   appanW. 
were  to  expend  mmey  in  improving  s 


*-^»-  Vol.  VU]  INE 

2J^*»)EATI0F  VOTmS—eoatimitd. 

^^^y  *ere  aothoriied  to  levy  r&tea  on  the  town 

^;?*  to  borrow  money  on  tiie  seenrity  of  the  ratea, 

^^T^g  bondfl  foi  the  money  so  borrowed,  of  wliich 

j*.*^  rt  the  leart  ghould  be  chosen  by  lot,  and 

^^"^  off  every  year.     Intare«l  on  the  bonds  had 

^^.  duly  paid,  and,  eioept  in  two  yeani,  £100 

^llr;?  *>eeii  paid  off  every  year,  but  »bove  £15,000 

C    ™»iaed  on  the  security  of  the  bonds:— fl<M 

^J^^mbR  the  deciaion    of    Baooa.    V.O.),    that 

^^^«rs  of  bonds  to  the  amount  of  £800  were  not 

*o  ft  *"  immediate  panoenC  ont  of  the  rates  or 

o»>?^^i'"  of  the  rates.   Pmmtos  r.  Cobpohation 

rj-J*  B»4T  Yabmqcth  -  -  -  -     6SB 

_  «hr3?*™K  COKEAHT— Custom  of  CortnBaO.}   A 

^  taij^f^older  in  a  Cornish  mine  worked  on  the 

l8to™°^  sjstcm,  iclinqmsbed  his  shares  in  Jnly, 

'  **UZ.  ""^  P"^  hiB  share  of  the  eipenaes  up  to  his 

**'R^f°™'-     ^"   Angust,  1889,  an  older  for  wind- 

^-^  ^H^^JiP  ^^  company  was  made,  and  tbe  retired 

*Vta       '^''  clftimed  to  prove  aa  a  oreditor  for  the 

!l?»Bb,  "^  ''''  '^^^  of  *«  **"''  '^^  P^°*-      '^''^ 

=■  Sli'^ie   **"  inrafflcient  to  pay  the  creditors  of  the 

'.'  *h    'fiJj  "   '"^'ng   been  foond   by  a  jm?  that, 

''  ^^  a  (,,  ''-"  I"  M  o  custom  of  Coraaaa,  an  sdrenlnrer 

V  t^**  'iijf      '"'k  mine,  upon  reUnquishin^  his  shares 

*'l^  "^in,    '"'^'"K  his  proportion  of  the  liabilitiesof 

'Ci'C;''^?>"  **  that  date,  i«  entitled  to  be  paid 

**t^  »ia,   *■'  the  then  Talna  of  the  stock  and  plant, 

Nii,/«rni!."J'^'>  share  is  doe  to  him  immediately, 

t^'fi  '^'     wilhin  two  years,   the   proof   was 

^W'   &^      -fft  rt  PBoerra  UmxmD  Misiso  Cox- 

■^4_j^-*»*«rt«  PiLMM        -  -  -       2M 

\        -**^^?^*1— K^pondont'e  suit  affected  by  ap- 

\      ^"^^^^       ^rBADE-XABK,      1. 

^(k,-«?S^X.'g  fees— Three  counsel     -     48,811 

^^*-^^       TAJiTIOIf  OF  ClISTS.     1,2. 

\      ^^^         ^^  pay— Gommitlkl  ooder  Debtors  Act 

S^^%~^*~™       COMMITTAI.  UBIIB  DSBTOBS  AOI. 

'^^l  -^^^^  T  foi-Croas^iit— BiU  by  wmp^y 
Vir^^s.^^*ig  wound  up      -  -  -     aSB 

^^^^'^^'^^^  of  soils  -  -  -      "T 

»  TaANSFEB  07  SBris. 

«  BelieC  Act— Income  and  oorpus  609 
s  Tbcbt™  Bujbf  Act. 


flc&ted  solioitor 
,  Taiatiom  or  Co«rre, 
jKEB— Costs  of  three  counsel—When 
owed   -  -  -    ,     -     "■"' 

Taxatioh  ot  Costs.    1,  ^' 
—Extraordinary  resolution  of  e™^''?™ 

— liquidation  by  arrangement     -     «» 

See  ^XTHAOBDUiAaY    BBBoLtrriOH     or 

CBMirrOBS. 

^u«ured— Proof  by— Bankroptcy        -     7iw 

^  "^  See  Cekditoh  holbwo  6«cDarrT. 

/.dHMB  HOLDDIO  SEOUWTT— Cr«rfilor.'iJ«d 

^Jffi«^-W^™.]     A   debtor  executed 

^^inswctotship  deed  under  the  Bankr^ptq/  Ad. 

eSef  ^  JndgS  in  Chancery,  acting  under  the 

T^id^™  Azi.  1868,  ascertained  the   raiue  ot 

^^ties  held  by  the  «cnred  creditors,  which 

ft\v  the  creditors     "      ''  '"'"  '" 


e  to  ts!ke  in  iliscbarge  of 


CEEDITDB  XOIDnrS  SBtHmm—eiHUinued. 
their  debts,  and  to  be  allowed  to  prore  for  the 
deflcieucT :— iffld,  tbat  the  rule  in  bankruptcy 
preTsiled,  and  that  the  TsJue  so  ascertained  must 
to  in  reduction  of  the  principal  and  interest  due 
lo  the  seonred  creditors  at  the  date  of  the  in- 
ipeototship  deed,  and  to  be  proved  for  by  the 
orediton;  and  oould  not  be  applied  by  tlie 
creditors  in  the  first  place  tuwaida  payment  of 
interest  accrued  on  their  debts  ainoo  the  date  of 
the  inspectorship. — Decision  of  Bacon,  V.C,  re- 
'      'nroSAVlH-  -  -  -      760 

OEXDITOBa'  MBD— Not  exeoated  by  creditors — 
Bight  of  trustee  to  sue  stn^ers  -  71 
See  TtaiWTEE  of  Chmditobs*  I^kd. 

Opening  accounts— Overcharges— Jurisdie- 

(ion    -  -  -  -  -       61 

Bee  Baksbopwjt  Jchisdiotiom.    1, 
ired  creditor— Interest — ^Liqnidation  Act, 
1868  -  -  -  -  -     760 

See  CaroiTOB  mouiiKO  SBCTiBrrt. 
OBOn-BZIUIHIZBS  BT  IKFXJCATIOV^n'ilI 
—  Conetrudion  — luue.^  A  testator  gave  hia 
rraiduary  personal  estate  upon  trust  to  pay  the 
iucoma  eqnallj  between  hia  three  daugbtora.  F., 
jr.,  and  C.,  during  their  resppctive  lives;  and  if 
all  or  any  of  tbem  should  die  leaving  issue,  to 
pay  one-third  of  the  [irincipal  amongst  the  issue 
ofwohdauRhter  so  d;ing.  in  aqnal  shares;  andif 
only  one  such  daughter  should  die  leaving  iasoe, 
then  in  trust  to  pay  and  apply  the  whole  reddne 
equally  amongst  the  issue  of  such  one  danghter ; 
but  if  all  the  danghters  should  die  without  leav- 
ing issue,  then  over.  C.  died  leaving  issoe.  and 
afterwards  F.  died  without  leaving  issue;— field 
(reveising  the  decision  of  Wiekene,  V.C.),  that 
croes-limitatlons  were  to  he  implied  between  the 
daughters  and  tlieir  bmiliee,  and  that  the  issue  of 
each  daughter  were,  fbr  all  purposes,  to  be  ascer- 
tained at  her  own  death  ;  and  tbat  therefore  one 
moiety  of  F.'t  share  was  payable  to  the  issue  of  C. 
living  at  C.'t  death,  and  tlie  other  moiety  went  by 
way  of  accretion  to  E.'e  original  share.  In  re 
Riimie'b  Tbusts  -  -  -  -     866 

OBOflMnH— SeouritT  for  o<«t*— Bill  by  company 
being  wound  up      -  -  -     8» 

See  SsuuBTTT  roa  Costs. 
CBOWV— Blfchts  of— Trust  of  land  for  alien    MB 

Sh  COK^UUION. 

Oinn)IiA.TIVZ  QJ^-^Legaeiee—Tao  CodieiU— 
EvidetiM— Letter  from  Solicitor  (o  Teetaior.}  A 
testator,  by  codicil,  gave  legacies  of  various 
amounts  to  nine  legatees,  and  a  year's  wages  to 
every  one  of  bis  aerrants.  Ha  afterwards  made  a 
second  oodicil.  which  was  Bubstanlially  a  copy  of 
the  former,  eioept  as  follows :— One  of  tlie  legatees 
named  in  the  first  oodioil  was  not  named  in  tha 
second- three  of  the  legacies  given  by  the  second 
codicil  were  leas  than  those  given  by  the  first  to 
the  aame  persons— one  legacy  was  given  by  tho 
Becond  codicil  to  a  person  not  named  in  the  first — 
the  gift  to  servants  by  the  second  codicil  was  of 
"a  year's  wages  liberally  interprsHd,"  and  the 
second  codicil  conlained  a  direction  for  payment 
of  duty  on  legacies  -.—Held  (affirming  the  decision 
ot  Baeoa,  V.C.),  that  tha  case  was  not  taken  ont 
of  the  general  rule  that  the  gift  of  a  legacy  by  a 
subMqaent  instrument  to  a >■-  •-» 


s  person  who  taken  n 
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CUMULAxiVJS  Om— oofUintted. 

legacy  under  au  earlier  instrument  is  cmntilaiive 
and  not  substitutionary : — Heldt  also,  that  a  letter 
written  to  the  testator  by  his  solicitor  advising 
him  to  recopy  his  first  codicil  was  inadmissible. 
Wilson  v.  O'Lkabt    -         -         -         -     448 

OUBTOM— Cornish  mines— Cost-book         -     M6 

See  Cost-book  Company. 
Stock  Exchange  -         -         -     788 

See  Custom  of  Stock  Ekghangx: 

CUBTOM  07  STOCK  KXCHATffQg— iSbfo  of  Shares 
— In/ant  Transferee — Liability  of  Jobber.']  The 
Plaintiff,  through  his  stockbroker,  contracted  with 
the  Defendant,  a  jobber  on  the  Stock  Exchange, 
for  the  sale  of  fifty  shares  in  a  company.  On  the 
name  day  the  Defendant  saye  in  to  the  Plaintiffs 
brokers  a  ticket  with  the  name  of  L.  as  the 
intending  purchaser,  which  had  been  passed  to 
him  by  another  jobber.  A  transfer  to  L.  was 
accordingly  executed  by  the  Plaintiff;  but  it  was 
afterwards  discovered  that  L.  was  an  infant,  and 
the  transfer  was  never  registered.  In  a  suit  by 
the  Plaintiff  against  the  Defendant  for  an  indem- 
nity against  calls : — Held  (reversing  the  decision 
of  Bacon,  V.C),  that  the  Defendant,  not  having 
given  the  name  of  a  transferee  who  wa^  capable  of 
accepting  the  transfer,  was  not  discharged  from 
liability,  although  the  ten  days  limited  by  the 
rules  of  the  Stock  Exchange  for  objecting  to  a  pro- 
posed transferee  had  expired  before  the  execution 
of  the  transfer. — Moated  v.  Paine  (1st  action) 
(Law  Rep.  4  Ex.  81)  approved. — Rennie  v.  Morris 
(Law  fiep.  13  Eq.  203)  overruled.— Observa- 
tions on  the  judgment  of  Blackburn,  J.,  in  Maxted 
v.  Paine  (2nd  action)  (Law  Rep.  6  Ex.  132).— 
In  sales  of  shares  on  the  Slock  Exchange  the 
ultimate  contract  is  not  between  the  vendor's 
broker  and  the  purchaser's  broker,  but  between 
the  vendor  and  the  purchaser  named  on  the 
ticketf^who  are  brought  together  by  means  of  the 
jobber;  and  therefore,  until  a  person  is  named 
who  is  capable  of  contracting,  and  who  has  piven 
authority  for  the  use  of  his  name,  the  jobber  is  not 
discharged  from  liability  to  the  vendor.  Mxrrt 
V,  KiCKALLS      -----      788 

CT-FBE8 — Impracticable  object — Gift  to  endow 
future  church  .  -  -     282 

See  Mortmain. 

DEATH — ^Plaintiff  in  suit — Appointment  of  repre- 
sentative     ....     684 

See  ApFOINTMXNT  of  REPBSENTATiyE. 

Presumption  of         -  -  -     180 

See  Presumption  of  Death. 
DEBTOB  VUlOiOVB  ^Bankruptcy  Act,  1869.  s,  7 
— Security.!  Where  a  person  served  with  a  debtor 
summons  disputes  the  debt,  the  Court,  in  deter- 
mining whether  the  alleged  debtor  must  give 
security  under  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  s.  7, 
1^1  have  regard  not  only  to  the  state  of  the 
debtors  pecuniary  circuinstancee,  but  to  the 
probability  of  the  claimant  being  able  to  establish 
the  debt  In  a  case,  therefore,  where  it  appeared 
extremely  doubtful  whether  the  claim  could  be 
substantiated  at  law,  the  Court  of  Appeal  dis- 
charged an  order  directing  tiie  debtor  to  give 
seourity,  though  it  was  admitted  that  he  was  in 
very  poor  circumstances.  Ex  parte  Wish.  In  re 
WiEB  -  -  .  .  '-819 


DECSEZ— Inrolmept  of— Vacating  -  817 
See  Vacation  of  Inbolmekt. 

DEED — ^Married  woman  —  Deed  acknowledged, 
but  not  in  form  of  conveyance— Separate 
estate  -  .  .         .       Gl 

See  AcKN0WLKDGME3rr  bt  Married  Wo 

MAN. 

— ^  Obtained  by  fraud — ^Negligence  -  74 
See  Pbioritt  from  Neoligenoe. 

Obtained  by  fraud — Negligence  -        79,  s. 

See  Deed  obtained  bt  F&auix 


Obtained  by  undue  pressure 
See  Undue  Pressubb. 
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DEED  OBTADnSD  BY  FBAUB— Fraud  of  SoUd- 
tor^  Forged  SigntUure."]  An  annuity  was  settled 
on  a  mother  for  life,  and  after  her  death  on  ber 
daughters.  Their  solicitor  prepared  a  deed  by 
which  the  life  interest  of  the  mother  and  the 
reversion  of  one  of  the  daughters  was  mortgaged 
to  A.  He  then  induced  the  daughter  to  execute 
the  deed  by  misrepresenting  the  effect  of  the 
deed,  and  by  forging  the  name  of  her  mother  to 
it.  The  solicitor  received  and  misapplied  the 
mortgage  money : — Held,  on  a  bill  by  the  mother 
and  daughter  against  A,^  that  the  deed  miist  be 
set  aside.    Lee  v.  Anoas  -  -       79,  a. 

DEFEATIKO  AHD  HELAYIVO  GBEDIT0B8  — 
Act  of  Bankruptcy—*'  Absenting  himsel/''-l9tefd 
to  defeat  or  dday  Creditors  —  Bankrupten  Ad, 
1869,  s,  6,  sub-s.  3— Failure  to  keep  Appoifitnad 
teith  Creditor,']  A  debtor  promised  to  call  st  an 
appointed  time  on  a  creditor  and  pay  the  debt 
Having  failed  to  procure  the  money  he  did  not 
call ;  but  he  was  to  be  found  at  his  own  pboe  of 
business : — Held  (affirming  the  decision  of  the 
Hegistrar),  that  the  failure  to  keep  the  sppoiBt- 
ment  did  not  constitute  an  absenting  himself  with 
intent  to  defeat  or  delay  the  creditor,  and  that  no 
act  of  bankruptcy  had  oeen  committed.  Er parte 
Meter.    In  re  Stephany-  -.         -       Itt 

DELAT— Setting  aside  deed — ^Undue  influence  S>9 

i8^  VOLITNTABT   SETTLEMENT.     2. 

DSFOSTTED  FLAHB — Railway  company -Stop- 
ping up  street  -  -  -  474 
See  OoMFULBORT  Powers.    2. 

DESGBIFTIOH  07  TSAHSFSBEE— '*  Gentleman  ' 

See  Transfer  of  Shares.    1. 2. 
DIBECT0B8— Breach  of  tmst^y  building  sodtfty 


See  Building  Sooiett. 

Delegation  of  power  to  committee  - 
See  Acceptance  of  Shares. 

Liability  of     - 


[487 
617 

777 


See  Liability  of  Dibeotobs. 

Unauthorized  dealing  in    shares— Biggin^ 

the  market— Notice       -         -       ^'* 
See  Unauthobizxd  Dealino  nr  Shabb. 

DIBCHABOE  07  SUBXTt— Principal  and  5sr^ 
^-Giving  Time.]  The  holder  of  a  security  w^ 
agrees  with  the  principal  to  give  time  to  the 
surety  by  so  doing  discharges  5ie  surety.— The 
holder  of  a  security  is,  in  dealing  with  we 
security,  affected  by  knowledge  acquired  after 
taking  the  security  as  to  which  of  the  i»ra« 
liable  on  the  security  is  the  principal  and  vrhwfi 
is  the  surety. — A  financial  compaDy,  by  sg»«*" 
ment  with  an  agent,  accepted  bills  of  exchsng^ 


J 


*^«^^J,  the  ftgeat  goarenteeing  payment.  The 
5**»  *^' '^°°'Pany  were  not  at  the  time  aware  of 
M?**  ■*6^'"  between  the  Booeptoreand  the  agent, 
r^«  a^  informed  before  the  biUa  mntured  that 
^^tTSj?;.'™"  priocipal.  and  that  the  aeceptora 
5^*Oej^''^'  After  tliie  the  discount  compiinj 
«^  jj_  *"°.OieaEeQtnotto  press  the  acceptora 
^«"^?nt  nnlil  oertain  other  billa  became 
V^^ed '^'°"  the  acceptors  were  thereby  dia- 
<4  ^ntt,^/^^^^°^^'^''^^-^j  revewed.— Owen 
^  tir^"(3  Mac.  ft  Q.avajanc^Kt  part,  GrtiAam 

*  c^oTir    r,"-  '*•'>  Observed   upon,    ORinrrii. 

ij^^.  ,       ■     '-OBP0H4T10H    V.    OVEBEKD,    QdKSST, 

^^^^;*OtEa  BT  TEOTTEE  IS  BAimtUJIOY— 

^i^^tat  J/^'  '■  23]  Tho  owner,  of  certain 
?*^i^  ,'*««e  ^f  .^^  '"  "greoment  »ilh  .B.  to  giant 

*  Jw?J  rer,.  '  "18  premues  for  ten  je&ra,  at  an 
S^(o„^°^.£500.  After  the  flrrt  year  ff.  filed 
U«iv^  >torf  ''^uidatiott  by  anaugtment.  The 
I'^^nK  Jlf^  the  liquidation  diaclauned  the 
^T*?  -rfcC.  ja*^'  the  23rd  section  of  the  Saxk- 
j^^r  „*»w,l^- /'^S;    and  the  leesora   claimed   to 

fl'^r^  V***  fortheinjury  they  had  sustained 
'''"/aiZ  **^  of  the  section  ":— B!W(teTer8- 
fe^^n  of  the  RegiBttar),  that  they  were 
o't^  '*'«  under  the  Bectian;  and  that  the 
-s,<  »j  '%*  »-^  inJQiT  BUBlainod  WU8  the  iUffereuce 
'd  AftJ***;*-^***  to  oo  P»"i  aa^BT  the  agreement 
*^i.*^^*ir^  «sould  now  obtain  for  the  properly. 
■'aX  F*«iiT**".  ritting  B«  Chief  Judge,  ought  not 
-.    *•  Vx.,*»^t:B  of  novelty  and  difflcnlty,   but 


^\: 


^^       -•   t™    .  .  -  -         M 

^"^         --^^tnjuriouB  to  Defendant     90,  H,  n. 

"^  ^l^i^^^lBOOTBBI     IMJCBIOtS     TO    DBFEBD- 

^.*i^f^  *^:fc*-»  or'  documents  -        807, 818,  8M 

7rS^^      -^"'-^ODOOrlON  or  DOCDMBHTS.      1,2,3. 

P'^i^:^:f^-»..__  :»3rJDKI0TJB  TO  DarDTOAaT  — 
W '>lh,t:^J'-*:Z^^~KMuction  of  Documml*.— Although, 
#"^  S**^^^^  -whether  the  rule  tliat  a  Defendant 
/jjSnl  X«J*  ^^  _  'fco  give  diaooTery  must  make  full 
Kfm  fc^a^Ti^^  be  applied,  the  Court  does  not  in 
Tilil"^^^^*^c^^"*»  nicely  the  materiality  of  the 
'  '^X  ^^**.*^'*'*^'.  "t"^'  '^  *^^  disoovei^  is  such  as 
Vfc^^^^^'-^i  for  purposes  prejudicial  to  the 
wpeotEve  of  the  suit,  the  Court  will 
■  he  qneation  whether  there  ia  a 
Xc.  ,>v,.!-p.etof itabeingofmalerialserrioe 
*^  ^,lili  at  the  heariug,— The  Defeodants 
■v^\.''^'  r,.,»iiiin  iDfringemeiit  of  trade-marks 
,^,^^J>*',i''',rtt(,-ii  lip  certain  parts  of  entriea  and 
**  flif/ji;  Jroitlud  to  relate  to  tTie  matters  in  queslioo 
'^S^''^Z,  «.rO  ordered  b,  Ihe  Dachy  <iourt  of 
1*  'S'" 3«rto  n[ine»l  the  names  of  customers,  and 
*^<^H,  anil  tlie  prioeB,  forming  parts  of  such 
^^f-g  aod  l^  iioBeal  the  portions  of  letters  aod 
.  ^■>*T'^p[l^.ttLro  «hich  oonlaioed  the  names  of  the 
^■^Sters  and  of  the  perwins  to  whom  the  letters 
-^iich  were  copied  were  sent,  and  the  plaees  to 
■*VS  ftoro  which  the  letters  were  sent,  and  the 
5^S«tlption  of  the  marks  to  be  placed,  or  which 


—Add,  on  appeal,  that  the  Defendants 
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eonliaaai. 
ought  not  to  be  oompelled  to  dieoloae  the  natam  of 
customers,  or  the  names  of  persona  to  o(  from 
whom  letters  were  sent  or  received,  or  any  prices^ 
inasmuch  as  BDoh  disoorery  might  be  uoed  ina 
manner  prejudicial  to  the  Defendants  in  their 
trade,  and  was  not  likely  to  osaiat  the  Plaintifig  in 
making  oat  Ihair  case  at  the  hearing ;  but  that 
the  order  of  the  Vice-Chanoellor  was  ia  other 
respects  right.    Cabveu  r.  Pdjto  Loin   -         ny 

8. Where  the  disoovery  sought  may  be 

pi^udioial  to  tho  Defendant  independently  of 
the  suit,  the  Court  wiii  cttrefnily  oonmder  whether 
it  is  really  material  to  the  Plaintiff  la  a  suit  in 
which  the  Defendant  was  charged  with  sellinir 
goods  as  agent  of  the  Plaintiffs,  tho  Court  refosaS 
to  make  the  Defendant  set  out  in  bis  answer  tho 
namesof  his  enstomen.  MooBB  e.  CaAVBR  94,  n. 
DIBCainOlI— Power  of  sale  in  truateos— Exone- 
ration of  personalty      -  -  43^ 

See  BlONEBATIOK  OF  PeBSOVALTT 

DISrairr— Endowed  schools— Exhibition  tonni- 
"isUy      -         -  -  -         50O 

^  Emdowbd  Schools  ComnBaioxses. 

DOCUlfZHTB- Production  of  207,  812, 6B6 

See  PBOSuonoit  or  DocDMHrm     1,  2,  3. 

Prodaction  of— Discovery  injurioDs  to  Defen- 
dant -  .  -  -  90,9*,  B. 
See  DiacoVEEiEfjcluonB  to  DersMjAHT. 
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nOVBLE  POEHOVB— Advances  to 
Set  Adtahobieht. 

DOITBLEFBOOI—Bankznptoy— Joint  and  several 
— FrommisBory  note  -         '-     178 

See   Peoor   roK   Jourr   itin>   Sstcbai. 

CONTBAfTT. 

Estate  —  Administered   in   two   ooantries 

See  Bankbdftot  ly  two  Codntbhs.  [490 

Winding  up— Bill  of  Exchange         -       W 

See  Letteb  or  Ckedit. 
HURiTlOTI  OF  AQBZEMEHT— Saauuu— Pur- 
potet  of  BaHway—Etidtnee  Oial  Land  u  re- 
quired.]  A  UnJowner  agreed  with  a, railway 
company  to  sell  them  ten  acres  of  land  and  one 
acre  for  a  station,  at  a  certain  price,  and  that  if 
the  company  gbould  require  more  lanrl  for  the 
station,  or  for  any  pnrpose,  they  sbonld  pay  for 
the  same  at  the  rate  of  £100  per  acre,  and  the 
agreement  was  to  be  supplemental  to  tlie  Land* 
Ciauiee  Ad.  The  ten  acres  were  paid  for  and 
conveyed.  Before  the  compulsory  powers  of  the 
company  had  expiied  they  gave  (apparently  by 
mistake)  notice  to  treat  for  three  acres  more,  and 
before  the  time  for  completioo  had  expired  they 
took  possession  of  these  three  acres,  alleging  that 
they  required  the  land.  They  also  took  posaeaaion 
of  some  small  pieces  of  land  wliich  were  oorered 
by  earth  slipped  from  the  railway : — Feld,  that. 


oompletion  of  the  railway,  to  take  such  land  as 
tliey  required  for  the  pnrpoee  of  a  station  or  for 
slips  of  earth  at  £100  an  acre.— The  Court  will 
accept  as  conclusive  the  evidence  of  the  engineer 
in  the  serrice  of  the  company  aa  to  the  qouktity 


■824  INE 

DmAHOV  OF  UJUKOnWI—eonUautd. 
■oT  loud  required  for  the  pntpogea  of  the  railiraj, 
]f  the  Btatemcnt  has  a.  leasaaable  appeeironce  of  | 
;aecnr»cy. — DecreeofJooim, V.C.rByeised.  Kemp 
V,  South  Eabixhn  Kailwat  Comfamv        -     BM 

ZOCLSSIASnCAL  OOIOmslOnZBS— Pracfice— 
Chanctry  or  Lunney— 23  4  24  Ffcl.  c.  124,  i.  38.] 
Where  the  interest  tmdei  a.  lease  miulo  hj  an 
ecclesiastical  eorporation  ii  Tested  in  tiuateeg 
without  poster  of  sale,  and  tlie  peraoii  entitled  to 
the  rente  it,  through  nnsoundneBs  of  mind,  in- 
capable of  conBenting  to  a  lale.  the  order  eanctioa- 
inft  BDcb  Bale  ii  to  be  made  in  Ghanceiy  and  not 
in  Lunacy.    7n  rt  Caaamx  -  -  -       SO 

XLICTIOV  —  Doctrine  of — Oonveraion  —  Will  of 

matried  woman       -  -  -     848 

Sa  OoHTBaaioN. 
XKBASKA8SIT0  CHAVDZBT  SUIT— Oniund  for 

annulling  bankmptcf       -  -     683 

See  Ahkulling  Aiwviiication. 
JXDOWXS  SCXO0I8  COnDa8IOHZBS-32  dc  :i3 
Viet.  c.  56,  *>.  5,  H—Eihibitifnu—Cotl^—Dit- 
■frief.]  The  Endowed  Schools  CanuniHsionera  hare 
power  to  inquire  into  the  endowmont  of  cxbibi' 
tioni  at  a  college  in  an  nniTerBitf,  whenever 
ithej  are  rertrioted  to  a  school  or  district— IKafc» 
is  a  district  within  the  meaning  of  the  Endoaed 
£Aoab  AeL — Decision  of  Wiekait,  V.C.,  aiBnned. 
Jn » MiTBicKz  FcND  ~  -  .     too 

*HwKA■Wlm»WMmwT—^>,...>r..^■.n,^  of  minerals 

See  BmutTATiOH  or  UimsAts.         [098 
jarsnnSB— Gndence  of— Land  is  required  hy 

railWBj         -  -  -  -     8M 

See  Ddbatiok  or  AoBSEifEHr. 
ZQTITABIZ  Aaammzn-Bill  drawn  against 

cargo  -  _  ,  .     608 

See  Bill  dbawn  aoajnst  Cabgo. 
ZatriTASII  DKnXCB- Adj  uJication  of  bank- 

ruptcy  -  _  -  .     sa2 

£!ee  AsitOLLiBO  Awcuication. 
XVntXBLE  XBTATZ— Bule  in  ShetUj^i    Cate 

See  RiiLB  IN  Bbeluet'b  CaisE.  [S0> 

XaTATI  PUB  AUTAE  VIE— Legacy  duty        19S 

See  LeoAot  Ddtt. 
I8I0P7EL— Becital  in  deed  by  married  woman 

See  Boucror's  Libm.  [71S 

JtTlLKHCB— Affidarit  without  jurat  -     488 

jSee  AmnATiT  wituodt  Jubat. 
Letter  from  BidiciloT  to  testator  -     MS 

Sea  Ci-'UDLATiTE  Uirr. 
Pedigree— Prodaction  of  documents  -     080 

Sea  FHODDirnoH  or  Dooumekm.    3. 
Presumption  of  death   -  -  -     ISO 

See  Presumftion  of  Death. 
Statement  lo  discredit  witness  -     805 

Sta  Statement  to  discbbdit  Witke3». 
XXX/mnSS — creditors'  deed— AUcgatioD  of  [71 

See  Tbcstxe  op  OuEnrroaa'  Deed. 
Deed— Fraud  of  solicitor         -  -  78,  a. 

See  Deed  OBTAnoD  8i  Fbaud. 
Deed— Fraud  of  solicitor  -  -       7B 

See  Pbiobitt  pbox  Keglioemce. 
Seizure  and  sale  .  -  .     S14 

Sm  E^ECnnoK  CsEDnoB.    I. 
Sum  exceeding  £50  -  -     SU,  7S9 

See  Execution  Cbeditob.    2,  3. 


EX.  [Ch.Tol1 

SZECDTIOK  maaHtOR—Bankngila)  id,  ll 
>.  ll—Beixare  and  Sak.]  A  warrant  of^/n. 
a  County  Court  judgment,  wan  dellieied  to 
baililTof  a  County  Court  to  be  execDted.  L 
on  the  same  day  the  debtor  filed  a  petitim 
liquidation,  and  a  receiver  was  appointed.  ' 
bailiff,  on  coming  to  the  debtor's  house  lo  ei^ 
the  warrant,  found  the  receiver  in  posieesioE 
ifeld  (affirming  the  decision  of  tlie  Chief  Ju 
wlio  had  reversed  the  decision  of  tbe  Coi 
Court),  that  the  trustee  under  tbe  liquidition 
entitled  to  tbe  goods  as  aninst  tlie  eien 
creditor ;  for  tha^  uudei  the  lianjtnipfty  Ad,  I 


B.  12,  goods  are  not,  as  agai 
niptcy,  boundbva  writofjS  _ 
of  the  writ  to  the  aherifT;  but  a 


'jS, /a.  from  the  deli 
■     re  of  1 


of  bankruptcy  is  n 

^He  WtLLIAWB.        Jn  TS  Da  VIES 

S.  — —  Banfcrupdcy— ZVa<£er —  ExaaUkn 
more  Uan  £50— PetiYion/or  Llquidatiim  afta 
MPO  and  he/ore  8aU—BankTv.fUii  Ad,  ims,  i 
The  goods  of  a  trader  having  been  taken  in 
cntion  for  a  debt  exceeding  £50,  he  on  the  fbl 
^g  ^T  presented  a  petition  for  liquidslin 
ariangemeDt.  under  which  reaolutions  for  Itqi 
tion  were  come  to  and  a  trastee  appointed, 
execution  creditor  claimed  the  benefit  c^  hii 
cution,  on  the  ground  that  the  seiiure  sloiu 
not  an  act  of  hankraptcy,  and  that  no  sale 
taken  place  when  the  petition  «as  prescolt 
Reld  (affinniug  the  decision  of  the  Chief  Ju 
that  tl^e  trustee  was  entitled  to  Ihegoodi. 
parte  Bather.    In  re  Jobksok 

8,  Exeeutvm  for    Sum  sztwdinj  i 

Bankrvptcji  Act,  1869,  >.  S7.]  Judgrant  hi 
been  entered  up  against  a  trader  for  £48  Ih 
sheriff  levied  and  scJd  goods  of  the  debtor  1 
amount  of  £50  lit,,  being  the  amoani  o 
judgment,  with  £1  12s.  for  the  costs  of  tin 
cution  :—Hdd  (afBrming  the  decision  of  the  i 
Judge),  that  the  goods  had  "  been  taken  li 
cution  in  respect  of  a  judgment  for  a  snic  ei 
ing  £50  and  sold"  within  the  meaning  ci 
£anftnipfay.Aa(,lS69.S.87;  and  that  the  pro 
must  be  paid  lo  the  trustee  in  bankniptcT. 
not  to  tbe  eiecutioii  creditor.  Ex  forle  L 
POOL  Loan  Oompaht.  Jn  re  Bdllex  - 
UJUUIXIB — Loan  to,  by  butkers  - 

iSeS  BAHKEBa'  AcouvxT. 
Tenant  for  life— Waste— Aooount     - 

Sm  Waste. 
KZZCUTORT    BBITLXXKIIT  —  Estate  wi 

impeachment  of  waste — Married  wt 

See  Imfeacbmeht  op  Wttn. 
SZZmilOS— College— Endowed  aebord- 

See  Endowed  Bohools  Gokmivlo5i 
EXOHZKAHOV— Partnenhip  property— Sf 

legacy  .  _  -         - 

iSee  BEQrzvr  o»  Bhabb  or  Pabth 
Pbopebtt. 
Personal  estate   .  -  -         - 

Sea  EXONEBATION  OP  PEBSONALrl. 

BXOHZKATIOS  07  rXBSOKALTT-ITtfl- 

eiet  charged  on  Beat  Eetale—Diecrelioa  m  Ir 
(0  teU— Mixed  Fund  of  Heally  and  Penm 
In  order  that  legacies  chnrgcd  upon  nal' 
may   he  paysble  out  of  the  real   and  pel 


Ch. 
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4»  ^'^^^ci  have  directed  an  absolute  conversion  of 
^  ,?^^al  estate.  It  is  suflBcient  that  he  has  shewn 
j^J*^^tention  of  creating  a  mixed  fund  of  realty 
^^V^l*«r8onalty  out  of  which  the  legacies  are  to  be 

tr^^^ Therefore,  where  a  testator  had  empowered 

'^     'Vmstees  to  sell  his  real  and  personal  estate  in 

^^^-^  and  as  often  as  they  should   think  fit,  and 

S?^^  directed  them  to  pay  certain  legacies  out  of 

.P^^  residue  of  hife  real  and  personal  estate,  and 

7^***^  moneys  arising  from  the  sale  thereof: — HM 

^^^^^irming  the  decision  of  Baeon^  V.O."),  upon  the 

^~»=i8truction  of  the  whole  will,  that  the  legacies 

^,^^re  payable  pro  raid  out  of  the  real  ana  per- 

^Jll^ial  estate.— reiM*  v.  Cheese  (6  D.  M.  &  G.  453) 

^^^mnented  on.    Allan  v.  Gorr     -  -     489 


TSAIHS — BailwayCompanff — Stopping 

^^  ^atfw — CknUroL]  A  railway  company  ooTenanted 

t^l^^^  the  builders  of  refrediment  rooms  at  a  sta- 

«^^|5^^  on  the  line  of  railway  that  all  trains  which 

V^'^^d  pass  the  station  carrying  passengers,  not 

i^^^g  goods  trains  or  trains  to  be  sent  express 

.^  for  special  purposes,  and  except    trains  not 

Y^der  the  control  of  the  company,  should  stop 

ff^  ^reasonable  period  of  about  ten  minutes. 

A^®  Postmaster-General,  proceeding  under  an 

'5t  of  Parliament  which  was  passed  before  the 

^XiVeiumt  was  made,  required  the  company  to  run 

^  train  carrying  mails  at  a  certain  hour,  and^ 

^topping  at  the  station  for  five  minutes  only : — 

-^eS  (reversing  the  order  of  Wickens,  V.O.),  ^^t 

^ndi  a  train  was  a  train  "  not  under  the  control 

^^f  the  company"  within  the  meaning  of  the 

exception.   Pbillifs  v.  Gbeat  Wbstebn  Railway 

GOMPAITT  ...  -  -       409 

ZXTnronon  op  POWKE— Power  of  Sale— Mort- 
gage—Transfer  of  Mortgage,^     In  1825  D.  mort- 
fS^ed  an  estate  to  J.  in  fee  (subject,  among  other 
incombranoee,  to  an  existing  mortgage  for  £8000) 
to  secure  £27,000  payable  at  the  end  of  twelve 
months,  with  interest  in  the  meantime.      The 
mortgage  deed  contained  a  power  of  sale  pro- 
viding that  if  default  should  be  made  in  payment 
of  the  interest,  or  any  part  of  it,  for  a  month  after 
^y  of  ibe  days  appointed  for  payment,  or  in  pay- 
^^iof  the  principal  on  the  appointed  day,  then 
*l*  anv    time  thereafter,  though    no  advantage 
^ould  have  been  taken  of  any  previous  default, 
:*p  his  heirs  or  assigns,  might  sell.    In  1830, 1. 
Mving  called  for  payment,  a  deed  of  transfer  was 
fk  ®f  °^  to  K,  and  K    This  deed,  after  reciting 
™* /-   waa  entitled  to  the  prior  mortgage  for 
4|3000,  recited  the  mortgage  of  1825,  and  that  '*  in 
ine  now  reciting  indenture  a  power  of  sale  is  con- 
tained   for   the  better  securing  of  the  principal 
*°™  a-nd    interest,  but  the  sud  power  has  not 
^uL^^^   is  not  intended  to  be  exercised,"  and 
reraiea    the  calling  in  of  the  mortgage  moneys, 
fikl,    S*  -^-  liad  applied  to  K,  and  B,  to  discharge 
hiJ^J:      ^^ch  K.  and  R  have  agreed  to  do  on 
Having  tlxe  said  sums  so  agreed  to  be  advanced 
f?  "o^'eBe.ia  secured  to  them  by  an  assignment  of 
ine  saifi    several  securities  hereinbefore  recited, 
^^^.f^^x-iUly  in  the  manner  hereinafter  appear- 
^^^    -*^lien,  in  consideration  of  £30,000  paid  to 
I-  ^^T       *^^^  "^-  ^•«  **  *^®  request  of  J).,  assigned, 
and  i.  ^^oixfirmed  to  K,  and  R,  the  moneys  due  on 
the  roortga-ges,  "and  all  powers  and  remedies  for 
reoovenug   j^^q  g,uj,e  g^jj,g  respectively,  and  all 


EXTIVCnOir  07  VOWrSL—oonitnued. 
benefit  of  the  said  several  indeatures  of  mortgage, 
and  of  every  covenant  and  security  therein  respee* 
tiyely  contained."    Then  L  conveyed  and  D.  con- 
firmed to  K.  and  B.  in  fee  the  mortgaged  estates 
subject  to  a  proviso  for  redemption  if  D.  should 
pay  the  principal  of  £30,000  on  the  day  therein* 
named,  being  at  the  expiration  of  seven  years, 
and  should  in  the  meantime  pay  interest  half- 
yearly  on  the  days  therein  named.     It  was  agreedt 
that  the  money  should  remain  on  the  security  for 
seven  years,  D.  not  to  be  at  liberty  to  pay  U  oflf 
sooner,  and  K,  and  B,  not  to  oall  for  payment 
sooner,  unless  default  was  made  in  payment  of 
interest,  or  D.  died.    There  was  a  power  of  sale 
to  arise  if  default  should  be  made  m  payment  of 
the  principal  or  interest  contrary  to  the  terms  of 
the  proviso  for  redemption ;  and  a  covenant  by  K 
and  B.  that  no  sale  of  the  property  should  be  made^ 
without  three  months'  notice.    The  persons  claims, 
ing  under  K.  and  R  having  put  up  the  propertr 
for  sale,  the  purchasers  objected  that  the  pow^^ 
sale  in  the  deed  if  1825  was  gone,  and  that  the- 
vendors  could  not  make  a  eood  title  as  airainst 
mesne  mcumbranoers :— JTeWf  (reversing  the  deoii- 
sion  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls),  that  the  power 
of  sale  in  the  mortgage  of  1825  was  still  subsist- 
iog,  and  capable  of  being  exeroised.     Boyd  ». 

EZTRAOBDUr ABT  BE80LXJTI0 V  07  GBSDITOBB 

—  Banjcruptey — Liquidation  by  Arrangement . 

Direction  to  transfer  Proceedings  to  ano&er  dmri 
— Filing  and  Begistration  of  ProeeedinM^ Stamps 

—  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  s.  126  — Bankruptey 
Bides,  1870,  rr.  206. 284, 288.]  An  extraordina^ 
resolution  of  creditors  presented  to  a  Begistrar, 
under  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  s.  126,  must  have 
the  proper  stainp  affixed,  and  must  be  accom- 
panied by  the  affidavit  required  by  Bule  284  of 
the  Bankruptcy  Bules,  1870,  verifying  the  state- 
ment of  proofs  and  proxies ;  otherwise  it  cannot 
be  received  by  the  Begistrar,  either  for  the  pur^ 
pose  of  filing  or  of  registration. — ^A  direction  to 
transfer  the  proceedings  to  another  Court,  under 
Bule  288  of  the  Bankruptcy  Bules,  1870,  is  part 
of  the  resolution  in  whi<m  it  is  inserted,  and  has 
no  validity  till  such  resolution  has  been  re- 
gistered.    JSxparteI>A\iB.    In  rs  Davis  -     086> 

TAILUBX  OT  FDBP08S  OT  Om—SetOement— 
Advancement — AboUtion  of  Purchase  of  Chmmis" 
sions  in  Army^Begulation  of  Forces  Act,  1871 
(34  d:  35  Vict,  e.  86).]    Bv  a  separation  deed  » 
sum  of  money  was  directed  to  be  neld  by  trustees 
upon  trust  for  the  wife  for  life,  and  after  her 
death,  as  to  four-sixth  parts  thereof,  for  F,  W,^ 
one  of  the  children  of  the  marriage,  who  was 
then  an  officer  in  the  army,  during  his  life,  audi 
after  his  death  for  his  children.    And  it  was  de- 
clared that  it  should  be  lawftil  for  the  trustees,  if 
in  their  discretion  they  shook!  think  fit,  to  apply- 
any  portion  of  the  fund,  not  exceeding  £2000,  in 
or  towards  effecting  the  promotion  of  F.  TT.  in  the- 
army.     The  trustees  applied  £850  in  the  way 
pointed  out  by  the  deed,  but  in  consequence  of 
the  abolition  of  purchase  of  oommissions  in  the 
army,  under  the  Uoyal  Warrant  of  the  20th  of 
July,  1871,  no  further  sum  could  be  applied  for 
the  same  purpose : — ITcW,  that  the  purpose  for 


JAILUBE  or  TUBIQBS  OF  OUT— ronfiiiudi 
which  the  pover  ■wte  given  to  the  truitees  bavuig 
M1«d,  the  Tssidne  of  the  Bum  of  £2000  oould  not 
be  niMd  and  applied  in  any  msDiier  for  the 
beneflt  of  F.  W.— Palmer  r.  Floaer  (Law  Rep. 
13  Eq.  250)  dlstingnUhed.  In  re  Wabd'b  Tbcstv 
[T»7 
TOBXIOS  QOTXXnzVT—^^tniat  with       S60 

&fl  COHTSACT  BY  FOSIION  GOVKKHH EST. 

JOSBT— Bight  otoommon  in        -  -     456 

See  RiOHT  or  Cohkon. 
JOKTBITUBI  OIAUBB  —  WiU—Bankntiitef'— 
WoTd$  0/  FutuHljr,]  A  t«etatrlz,  knowing  thftt 
her  husbuid  wu  bknkrnpt,  gftie  l^berwilTa  life 
anutiit;  to  her  hiuhADd,  tabject  to  a  proTiso  that 
if  he  Bboold  beoome  bankrapt  or  ahould  euign 
the  amiDit;,  then  it  ihonld  cease,  and  Bubjeot  to 
a  fmthei  proriao,  that  it  should  b«  lawful  foi  the 
tnuleea  of  her  will  at  any  time  to  refuse  psymeiit 
of  the  oiinuitf,  which  in  that  cau  was  to  goover : 
—Rdd  (reyenring  the  dedaion  of  Jamei,  V.C.), 
that  the  ezistiug  oankraptoy  operated  aa  a  forfei- 

tnre  of  tl "'~  ~  ' — '"   '      "^   -  ->-  -         > 

futurity  i 

tnutecs.    Tkaffes  c.  MEBa>iTR 

TOBOED  TSADE-KASK  -   '  130 

8ae  Tkadb-mabe.     1. 
ntAin) — Execution  of  deed — Solicitor       -       7S 

See  Pbiositt  fhom  Nbouoencb. 
Eieoutlon  of  deed — Solicitor  -     Tfl,  s. 

Sae  Ddd  oftained  bt  Fhuw. 
Trnde-mark— MlBrepieseutatiOD         -     611  ' 

Sea  Trade-iubk.    2. 
yUXHM,  RATUTZ  or— Agreement  b;  lelten  406 

See  Aqkeejieut  bt  Lettkm. 
Defence  oE,  to  ooverfroudnleat  act   -     469 

See  Rkscltixo  Tbcst. 
IKATTSnXXRT  TaXFXBXKCE—Bankruptey  Ael, 
1669,  1.  92.]  A  psfment  by  a  bankrui|t  to  a 
'Creditor,  Bhortly  before  hta  bankruptcr,  being  im- 
peached oa  a  fraudulent  preference,  the  case  waa 
tried  before  a  jury,  to  whim  the  pointa  gubtnitted 
were ; — 1.  Whether  the  bankrupt,  when  he  made 
the  payment,  was  unable  to  pay  his  debts  bb  they 
became  due ;  2,  Whether  he  made  it  with  a  view 
to  give  tliat  creditor  ft  preference  over  his  other 
creditora:  and,  8,  Whetherthe  payment  was  made 
by  the  bankrupt  Tolnntarily  and  withont  re^ 
inreaore,  bankruptcy  being  reasaoably  imminent. 
The  jury  fmmd  In  the  affirmative  on  tiie  first  and 
thitd  points,  and  in  the  negative  on  the  second. 
On  these  Sndinga  the  County  Court  Judge  ordered 
the  money  paid  to  be  refunded ;  bnt  the  Chief 
Judge  reversed  this  decision  ;— ffeW,  on  appeal, 
that  the  decision  of  the  Chief  Jodge  was  right, 
foi  that  the  Jury  having  found  as  a  ^t  that  the 
payment  was  not  made  with  a  view  to  giving  the 
creditor  a  preference,  and  no  proceedings  being 
taken  to  set  aside  their  verdict,  this  flnuag  dis- 
posed of  the  whole  caao,  and  the  finding  on  the 
third  issue  was  inunatarial,  that  issue  Iwing  cal- 
culated to  mislead  the  joi;-    Ex  parte  BoixiifD. 


-Mortf 


^  of  ship 


SOT 


lortMe 
See  H<WTaioi  or  Sstr. 
TUTDBI OHUBCH— Endowment  of— Mortmain 
See  HoBTXAiH.  [SSB 


EX.  [Ch.YolT 

FUTUUB  M.VBBUm—Wia—C«R>tnelim-G^ 
Butband  0/  Unrnarruid  DouUer- Ford  '  i 
marTitd''—Veili7ig  —  D<niUfid  TiOi  —  Sftr 
Feiformanee.']  A  testator  gave  hi)  ettalr! 
tnutees  upon  tmat  to  pay  ^e  ceuti  to  iii 
dsuphters  (bolb  then  unmarried)  in  eqml  ^ 
durmg  theit  respective  lives,  "  iudependecU 
the  control  of  any  husband  oi  huiliaiiila  witli  il 
they  or  either  of  them  might  hsppcD  to  ii 
marry ;''  and  after  their  leepeclive  decuie,  d 
trust  to  convey  the  estates  "unto  and  ajo 
between  the  respective  husbands  of  tbas,  nj 
daughters,  to  bold  to  than  reBpectirely,  uil  t 
respective  heirs  and  assigns ;"  wilh  s  provin, 
if  either  of  his  daughters  should  "  depart  Ibia 
nnmarried,"  her  share  should  go  to  the  nn 
for  her  life,  and  on  her  decease  the  sliale  eb 
be  conveyed  to  the  hunbaad  of  the  suni 
danghter.  Both  daughters  marriol  One 
in  the  lifetime  of  her  husband.  Then  tbe 
bond  of  the  other  died,  having  devised  bia  inl 
in  the  estate  to  his  wife  ateolnlcly :— ffila 
versing  the  decision  of  Widieia,  V.C),  lla 
Burvivlng  daughter  could  make  a  good  title 
moiety  of  the  estate :  for  that  a  gift  lo  >' 
married  woman  for  lift,  irith  remainder  in  f 
her  hnabond,  gives  an  iodefeasiblj  lato 
mainder  in  fee  to  her  first  husband.  And  Uu 
the  question  turned  on  a  general  rale  of  omf 
tion,  unaffected  by  any  special  conlelt  in  Uu 
the  title  would  be  forced  on  a  putcbsm. 
FORD  V,  Willis  _         _        -       - 

rUTUBITT— Worda  of— Forfeiture  olau«- 
b«Dkniptcy  -         -        -       - 

See  FOBFEITDBK  Clacbb. 

8ZHZBAL   mz  or  BunriNov-Jf^ 

Management  Amendment  AeU  1862  (25  it  ^ 
c.  102),  u.  7*,  75— Fooani  Gnmad-Bu 
pvIUd  doicn  by  a  flotfuraj/  Company — /""* 
—Injunetum.]  The 75th  stctiou  o(  the. V* 
Management AmendmentAti,]  ■  ' 
ground  formerly  covered  with 
owner  hss  relinqnisbed  his  i  .  : 
the  same  aile.  If,  therefore,  :■.  I'lTimi' 
Worlis  Ibrealens  to  proceed  t.  :■  i  tWiOiij' 
to  demolish  houses  which  an  -  ui;;  retail 
old  site,  on  the  ground  that  i  m  y  ore  hcjot 
general  line  of  boildinga,  it  -  ruling sn'^ 
and  may  be  restrained  Dy  tt.  <.  i  <ii  rl  of  Chi 
In  tocb  a  cose  the  Hetropol  i:.  Itoard  o"', 
proceed  under  thB74Ui  sect.  ■,  nt  the  mi 
which  provides  for  compeneat:  1i>  ihclnnri'^ 
— A  railway  company  took  liunl  wuvrJ 
hoiiBcs,  and  pulled  down  the  houses  (•'  '^ 
poae  of  constructing  their  railway,  and  the 
the  land  as  building  ground  to  the  Hsin 
JfeW  (affirming  the  deciaion  of  Malim,  V.C 
the  Plaintiff  had  not  lost  the  right  to  r^bn: 
honsea  on  tbe  same  site  as  that  occapi^ 
houses  before  they  were  pulled  dowu;  si 
for  this  purpose  the  yard  of  a  houBc  «"  ^ 
be  equivalent  to  a  house. — In  detGrmum 
general  line  of  buildings  of  a  street  the  ar 
of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  oiighll 
regard  to  the  frontage  of  bonwe  preriouslj 
ing,  and  which  may  be  rebni1l,as  wellss  d 
still  standing.  LoSD  Adoklaud  «.  Wzrrs 
Local  Boabd  of  Works       -        - 


1^' 


o«.  "^OL.  vn.] 


iia>Ex. 
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CKiarERAL  BmSS   nr  BAXKBUPTCT,  ISTO—  j  SUBBAHB  AHD  WIVB -- Aoknowledgment  by 

"**  married  woman       -  -  -       04 

i966  AOKNOWLBDGMSNT  BT  MAHHTgn  ^q. 
MAN. 

—  Present  or  fntaie  husband — "  Unmarried  *'  7 
See  FuTUBB  Hu8bani>. 

Hecital  in  deed  by  married  -woman — Estoppel 

See  SoLicrroB's  Lien.  [778 

—  Separate  estate — Power  of  wife  oyer  -       64 
See  AcKNOWLEDOXENT  BT  Mabried  Wo- 

HAN. 

Settled  Estates  Act — Consent  of  married 

woman — Infiant       ...     32a 
See  Settled  Eotateb  Act. 


Rule  140,  Form  45  -         -     662 

See  Obdeb  to  pass  Pubuo  Examination. 

Rale  143  -         .  -         -     780 

See  ApFEAii  IN  Bankbuftct. 

Rule  144  -         -  -  -     808 

See  AssiONMENT  OP  ALL  Dkbtob's  Pbo- 

FEBTY.       8. 

Rules  206,  284, 288      -  -  -     621 

see    extbaobdinabt    resolution     op 
Gbeditobs. 


com- 
476 


^-XtmXRAZ  AHB    8PEGIAL  ACT— Raflway 
pany       *       -         -         -  - 

See  Compulsoby  Powebs.    2. 

BY    mPUCATIOir— TTtU— Cfefirfruction — 
lone  to  eeltle  an  Marriage  under  TwetOy-one 
^^^pecial    Cctae.'}     A  testator  directed  that  his 
^^^tees  should  told  certain  personal  property  in 
t  for  Ilia  daughter  8,,  until  his  granddaughter 
S.  should  attain  twenty-one,  or  marry  under 
^  ajge  with  the  consent  of  her  guardians;  and 
^     ,^iitoB  said  granddaughter  should  attain  twenty- 
oxv^,  ot  hefore,  upon  her  mamage  with  such  con- 
sent, upon  trust  to  pay  the  income  to  his  said 
gxanddaughter  for  her  life  for  her  separate  use ; 
d  in  case  of  her  marriage  with  such  consent, 


nXXGALUT— Pleading—Sufficiency  of  allegation 
See  Resulting  Trust.  [469 

nCPXACHlOBHT  OV  'WASTE— Married  Woman— 
Bestraint  on  ArUieipation.]  A  testator  derieed  his 
residuary  real  estate  to  his  trustees  in  trust  for  his 
granddaughter  P.  in  fee  at  twenty-one  or  mar- 
riage, and  directed  that  if  she  should  marry  under 
twenty-one  Ms  trustees  should  settle  the  real 
estate  on  her  for  life  for  her  separate  use,  without 
power  of  anticipation,  with  remainder  to  her 
children  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail;  and  he 
authorized  his  trustees  to  give  a  life  estate  to  his 

^^ _  granddaughter's  husband,  to  commence  after  her 

biMt-^ot  otherwise,  the  property  was  to  be  settled  j  decease,  and  to  be  either  with  or  without  impeach- 


iier  for  life  for  ker  separate  use,  with  remainder 

^^  lier  children,  and  in  default  of  issue,  to  be  at 

^'^  absolute  disposaL--The  t^jtotorpive  other 

iP'^t^txsrty  on   like   trusts   for   his   othOT   grand- 

^^^XiSiters.  and  referred  to  the  proper^  as  the 

"P^visions"  and  the  "portions"  of  his  giand- 

<to^^ta^hter8      Then   foUowed  a  gift  over  on  the 

<1^«^  of  kny  granddaughter  under  twenty-one, 

att.^  without  Wng  been  mamed,  upon  trust  for 

til «  others  in  like  manner  as  their  original  por- 

^c^is  •  and  if  aU  should  die  under  twenty-one,  and 

^^*hout  having  been  nwirried,  then  the  shares 

^^S  to  fall  into  the  lesidue.    Two  pf  the  grand- 

1^-fightera  attained  twenty^^one.  but  were  b^JI  "^- 

^Sied i-HM (affirming  the decisionof  FVcfer^. 

^OX  that  there  was  no  absolute  mterest  given  by 

liipiteation  to  the  granddaughters  on  their  attain- 

ing  twentymo  without  l>eio«.?»^ed;  but  that 

thiy  had  only  an  estate  for  life,  ««bj^  ^  any 

QU^n  whi4  might  arise  in  case  eitW  of  them 

justrried.    Savage  v.  Ttbbs  -         -     8OO 

WifeM  ihe  Benefit  of  Benelfand  her  ChMren.^ 

.  tester  gave  aU  his  real  and  pereonal  estate  to 

is  wife  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  herself  and  all 

children,  whether  bom  of  his  fcmner  or  of  hia 

present  wife,  and  he  appomted  hw^jfe  ^ 

I  other  persons  his  executors  :—HM  (rever^ 

jr  the  decision  of  Malin;  V.C),  that  the  w^fe  and 

aidren  took  as  joint  tenants.    NEWiLLt^.NE^ 


TMB— Principal  and  surety 
See  BiscHABOC  op  Surety. 


.     142 


[GSWAY,  BOIL  OT— Right  of  adjoining  land- 
owners -  -  -  -     421 
See  Soil  op  Highway. 
.^)tnDI  07  COmCOHS— Member— Bankruptcy 

See  Pbivilbgb  op  Pabliamekt.        [519 


ment  of  waste : — Held,  that  the  life  estate  given  to 
the  granddaughter  muist  not  be  without  impeach- 
ment of  waste;  such  an  estate  being  inconsistent 
with   the   restraint  on  anticipation.    Cltve   v. 
Clivb    ------     488 

DEPSXrSOT  SESCBIFTIOir  OT  CHARrrT--Tr^ 
— Latent  Anibiguity— Parol  Evidence— Legacy  to 
CharitabU  Society,  or  for  Charitable  Olnect.}    A 
testatrix,  by  wilU  made  in  1868,  gave  a  legacr  to 
^*  the  treasurer  for  the  time  being  of  the  fcmd  for 
the  relief  of  the  widows  and  orphans  of  the  clergy 
of  the  diocese  of  Woroeeter,  to  be  applied  by  him 
for  the  benefit  of  that  charity."    Two  societies 
made  a  claim.    One  had  been  founded  in  1777  for 
the  relief  of  the  widows  and  orphans  of  the  clergy 
of  the  diocese,  at  which  time  the  diocese  comprised 
only  the  Archdeaconry  of  Worcester,    In  1837  the 
Archdeaconry  of  Coventry  was  added  to  the  dio- 
cese, and  in  1848  the  Woreeeter  society  altered  its 
title,  so  as  to  shew  that  ito  operations  were  re- 
stricted to  the  Archdeaconry  of  Worcester,    The 
other  society  had  been  founded  in  1777  for  the 
relief  of  widows  and  orphans  of  clergy  in  the  Arch- 
deaconry of  Coventry,    The  father  of  the  testatrix 
had  been  a  subscriber  to  the  Worcester  societv  till 
his  death  in  1817.    His  widow  had  continued  the 
subscription  till  her  death  in  1860.    And  the  tes- 
tetrix  bad  continued  it  from  that  time  at  an  in- 
creased rate ;  but  it  did  not  appear  that  the  testa- 
trix, or  any  of  her  family,  had  subscribed  to  the 
Coventry  society :— fleW,  by  JIfflKn*,  V.C.,  that  the 
gift  was  to  be  treated  as  a  gift  to  an  object,  not  to 
a  particular  society,  and  must  be  apportioned 
between  the  two  societies.' — Held,  on  appeal,  that 
tlie  gift  was  a  gift  to  a  particuhir  society,  with  a 
slight  inaccuracy  of  description,  and  that  the 
Worcester  society  was  solely  entitled,    Jn  re  Kil- 
vebt'sTbubtb  -----     170 

niPLICATIOir— Cross-remainders  -  -     665 

See  Cboj^bbmaindebs  bt  Implication. 


nDLIOATIOM— omiinued . 

Direotion  to  lettle  on  marriage  under  twenty- 


marrying 

jSmOIFT] 


-  Attaining    twenty-one 


'ittaout 
SM 


ilil 


T  Imfucatiok. 
OKIOKI AVB  OOSPm— Coata  of  trugtee— Tmitee 

Belief  Act    ...         -     609 

jSm  Tbuvfeb  Beliet  Act. 
UIDCMJIITT — Contributory — Tnutee  and   eetlui 

oua  tnttl — Suit  by  liquidator        -     396 

Bm  Officul  Liqdidatob. 
^^  Proof  for,   in  bankruptcy — Contract,  when 

broken  -  -  -  -       SO 

See  Pnoor  roB  Cotmnaan  Liabiutt. 
IVTAHT— Settled  Eilatea  Act— Oonient   -     SSt 

See  Settled  EBTATsa  A.01. 
Tnnafeiee  of  thares— Ratiflcfttion     -     IIS 

See  Intant  Tbahsfsbbe. 
Trtkiufer  of  sharea — Broker's  ticket    -     T8S 

Ste  CtnmiM  or  Stock  Eicbakob. 
nrfABT  nAKBTXBSE  —  Contributory  —  JUpa- 
diaiion  —  BaHfioativn.}  In  October,  1865,  C. 
pnrobaaed  thartt  in  a  company,  and  had  them 
tranafened  to  B,  aa  a  trastee  for  him,  and  B.'i 
name  was  put  on  tbe  register.  Id  March,  ISG6, 
the  company  was  ordered  to  be  wound  op.  At  the 
time  of  the  tiaDafei  B.  was  an  infant,  and  be  did 
ttat  come  of  age  till  September,  1B67.  In  De«em- 
ber,  1867.  B.'i  name  wb«  aettled  on  the  lial  of  con- 
tributoriea ;  and  in  January,  1966,  a  call  was 
made,  notice  of  which  waa  aent  to  B.  On  receipt 
of  the  notice  B.  repudiated  the  aharea,  and  the 
official  liquidator  took  nut  a  aummons  to  remove 
bia  name  fmm  the  list,  but  afterwarda  afaAndoned 
the  ronunona.  In  April,  1871,  B.,  at  the  retjoeet 
of  the  olflcial  liquidator,  wrote  a  letter  anthormng 
him,  in  consideration  of  bia  not  prooeeding  agalnat 
B.  nnder  the  call,  lo  uie  S.'t  name  in  taking  pro- 
ceedinga  againit  C,  the  real  owner  of  the  aharea. 
Afterwards  B.  took  ont  a  mmmona  to  have  his 
name  removed  ficra  the  liat  of  oontribntoriee  :~ 
Heid  (affirming  the  decision  of  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls),  that  the  letter  of  April,  1871,  did  not 
operate  as  a  retraction  of  B.'i  repndietirm  of  the 
ebareH ;  and  tliat  his  name  mnrt  ne  removed  from 
the  list  of  contributoriee.  Jn  re  Cohthact  Cobpo- 
SATION.    Baber'b  Case         .  .  _     Hfi 

njtlHOTIOF— Bankruptcy  -         »,  7»,  T»4,  a. 

Set  Injunotion  in  Basbbdptct.     1, 2, 3. 
Fulling  down  buildings— Board  of  works 

See  Oexekil  Line  op  BuiLitiNas.     [S9T 
"  Threaten  and  intend "  .  -     69B 

See  BmsTATioti  or  Mikzsals. 
Trade-mark        -  -  -         130,611 

See  T&ADK-IIABK.       I,  2. 

njmninoK  is  baitztuftot- biu  0/  Saie.'] 

The  Goort  of  Bankruptcy  hat  power  to  restrain  a 
creditor  from  bringing  gainst  the  trustee  under 
a  liquidatioii  an  action  upon  a  bill  of  aale  given 
by  tlie  debtor,  the  validity  of  which  ia  disputed  by 
the  trustee.   Ex  parte  CoHXH.   In  re  Sfaskb      SO 

S. Compoiition  lath  Crtditon—DefauU  in 

varment  of  ItulalmeiU — Articn.']  Where,  by  reso- 
lutions under  the  Bankraptcy  Act,  1869,  the  cre- 
ditora  agreed  to  accept  a  oompotition  payable  I 
by  instalments,  and  the  debtor  made  deunit  in  i 
payment  of  an   instalment  to  a  creditor  :—Held 


IVJinTOnOir  Dt  UXKEUFICT— amliii 

(reversing  the  decision  of  the  Regittn 
the  creditor  could  maintain  an  action 
the  debtor  for  the  balance  of  the  vlu 
remaining  unpaid,  and  would  not  be  re 
by  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy.    Jn  r;  Hatt 

S. lAquidiOioii  bg  Arrangemnii- 

in  paf/Btail  of  OmpoiiYfon.]  A  debtor,  i 
entered  into  arrangement  with  hia  crediln 
the  Bankntplcy  Ad,  1B69.  to  pay  a  com 
on  bis  debts,  foiled  to  pay  the  compinlio 
of  the  creditora.  The  cieditor  btought  a 
for  the  whot*  amoant  of  the  debt  in  tb( 
Court  -.—Bad.  that  the  Court  of  Bankrupt 
restrain  hiin  from  recovering  more  thin  tb( 
of  the  oompoaition  and  easts,     in  n 

mtOLUHT— Decree— Vacating  . 
See  Vacatioh  of  iHBULmyr. 

IBTKUXBT — Proof  fbr,  in  bankruptej- 
creditor         _  .         - 

8«e  CaEDrroB  boU'INQ  Biccsitt 

Advances  to  children — Statute  of  Lii 

Sea  LlHlTATIONS,  BTATUTEOr. 

nrmmzNT  bt  tbubtbd— inpri^ 

ment — Jn»ujBWen(  Folue.]  Tnwleeswerf 
with  tbe  lots  occoiiioned  by  an  inlestmei 
trust  funds  on  insulilcient  security.  The 
was  a  hotel  in  the  conntrj,  and  tbe  mi 
sent  down  a  London  surveyor  who  ii 
hotel,  including  therein  tbe  licecce,  > 
double  the  sum  to  be  advanced.  The  tiol 
out  lo  be  worth  much  less  than  tbe  eum  > 
The  trustees  gave  no  further  account  ol 
oumstanoea  under  which  the  advance  wi 
— Held  (reversing  the  decision  of  Ban 
that  tbe  trustees  were  duugeable  with  tt 
advanced.  BrDGi  v.  Gdmmow 
IB8UZ — Croes-iemainders 

See  CBoas-BZNAiiirKiia  BT  Ihfl 
Bead  "  Children  "         -         - 

See  "Ibsus"eeai>"Chiuibe\*.' 
"  Then  living"  -  .  - 

See  "  Ihbcb  "  bsad  "  (JnUJiBEr.' 
"Then  living"   -  -         . 

See  lasDS  thbm  Litiho. 
IBnnt  AT  LAW- Banktiiptcy— Fraudu 

See  Feacdclxht  PaiFEBiiKX 

"lann**  iLEAo  "(mnjaxs'—wsi- 

nen—LimUation*  after  a»  Edale  TaO— 
nana/  or  Tenancy  in  Qmaton — "  Then 
No  limitation  alter  an  estate  tail  is  void  fe 
neaa :  and  it  makea  no  difference  whi? 
limitation  be  dinwtly  to  a  cIms  or  to  it 
sell  and  divide  among  such  class,  pmi 
legal  and  benefloial  interests  be  ascertni 
the  delerminatioii  of  the  estate  tail.— If 
in  a  will  offends  against  the  rule  againi 
tuities,  yet,  in  oonitraing  tbe  will,  EU(^ 
cannot  be  disregarded,  but  must  be  mf 
ezpreasion  of  the  testator's  intention  as  tt 
such  rule  existed. — A  testator  directed  bi: 
after  tbe  failure  of  limitations  tor  life  an 
to  sell  hia  real  estate  and  pay  a  shue  of 
ceeds  to  the  cliildren,  other  than  /.  C 
A.  H.  "  then  liviDS,"  and  tlie  issue  of 
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IB8UB  "  BEAD  "  CHILDBEH  ''^continued. 
-^^oiild  be  then  dead  leaving  issue,  and  the  issue 
^  ^'  .■^•'  ^^^  *^^  sbtttQ  alike,  the  isaue  of  the 
-^awx  children  of  A.  H,  to  have  no  greater  ebare  ' 
J^^^  their  parent  would  have  had  if  living,  and 
*^  issue  of  J,  G,  H.  to  share  on  the  same  footing. 
J.  Ae  testator  gave  another  share  to  C.  for  life,  and 
•~^  her  death  to  the  children  of -i.  H,  then  living, 
T'^T.  **>®w  issue,  in  the  same  words  as  in  the  gift 
'S«*      former  share.— At  the  dose  of  the  will  the 
J^SJ^ator  added  a  proviso  that  if  his  real  estate 
r^F^ld  ever  be  sold  under  the  limitations  therein- 
contained,  and  the  money  should  become 
)  to  the  issue  of  A.  H.,  or  the  issue  of 
<ff.y  and  any  of  such  issue  should  be  then 
leavings  lawful  issue,  then  the  issue  of  such 
o  as  ahoald  be  so  dead  should  receive  the 
re  which  his  or  her  parent  would  have  been 
tied  to  if  living.    The  estates  tail  failed,  and 
pzooeeds  of  the  sale  became  divisible:— J7e2d 
the  decision  of  JtfoZtna,  Y.G.),  that  the 
^^riao  at  the  end  of  the  will  was  not  void  for  re- 
^^^teneaa : — ^That  the  ** issue"  of  the  grandchil- 
^^i^Ti  ot  A.  H,  must  be  confined  to  their  children : 

^CWt  where  a  grandchild  of  A.  H.  died  before 

^ickh  period  of  distribution  leaving  children,  such 

-csliilaien  took  the  share  which  their  parent  would 

Jmave  taken  if  he  had  been  alive  at  the  period  of 

-•<2i9iribntian,  even  in  a  case  where  the  grandchild 

'^^^  before  his  parent  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator 

^^^  before  his  will :— That  the  gift  to  the  grand- 

"^^^dren  created  a  joint  tenancy  inter  as,  but  the  ef- 

"^•^t  of  the  proviso  was,  that  in  the  case  of  a  grand- 

^^Vild  dying  leaving  issue,  the  joint  tenancy  was 

'^^^ored  as  to  his  share.    Heasxak  v.  Pearsb  276 

THEK  UYaQ—WiU— Divesting  of  Vested 

u/L}     A  testator  directed  his  trustees,  after  the 

^nre  of  limitations  for  life  and  in  tail,  to  sell 

i  real  estate  and  pay  a  third  of  the  proceeds 

to  and  amongst  the  children  of  A  S.,  deceased, 

cept  J,  O.  K.,  who  should  be  then  living,  and 

e  issue  of  such  of  them  as  should  be  then  dead 

\^^»aving  issue,  and  the  issue  of  /.  G.  H.^  except 

•k^s  son,  J.  W,  H.,  share  and  share  alike ;  the  issue 

-of  deceased  children  of  A.  H.  to  have  no  greater 

.  share  than  their  parents  would  have  had  if  living, 

-and  the  issue  of  J.  O.  H,  to  have  no  greater  share 

than  the  issue. of  any  other  child  of  A.  H,    He 

g&ve  another  third  upon  trust  to  pay  the  income 

to  P.  J.  for  life,  and  after  her  decease  to  pay  and 

•  <llvide  such  third  share  unto  and  amongst  all  the 

«:»Vildren  of  P.  /.  who  should  be  *'  then  living," 

■emd  the  issue  of  such  as  should  be  then  dead,  such 

^ssue  to  take  no  greater  share  than  their  pareuts 

ould  have  had  if  living.    At  the  end  of  tne  will 
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JOBBBBr^Custom  of  Stock  Exchange       - 
Titr™,  ^     *  Custom  op  Stock  Exchakoe. 
JOINT  FMSMMOK-Production  of  documents 
,^ *>««  Pboduction  OF  DoorMENTS.    2   raw 

jonrr  ^  BEviniAi  coHnucr-Proof  in 

hankruptcy  -  -  .  -     178 

Bee  Proof  fob  Joimt  and  Several  Con- 

TRA^^*  ^"^^i^ 

jonra  imr ANCY  ob  thtawct  nr  coMoir- 

Gift  to  a  class  and  their  issue      -     276 
^  "lasuB  -  BEAD  «  Childrbh." 

JXJDGIOWT  CBEDrroa-RaUway  company    174 

.See  SuFBBFLuouB  Laiids.  ^ 

JTOMDICTIOF-Bankruptcy-Bill  of  sale       80 
tsee  iKJUNonoN  nr  Bakkruptct.    1. 

Bankruptcy — Opening  accounts        -       61 

Bee  Bawkkuptct  Jurisdiction.    1. 

-Bankruptcy— Setting  aside  bill  of  sale    494 

See  Bankbuptct  Jurisdiction.    2. 
Chancery  and  Lupacy— Lease  by  Ecclesias- 
tical U>mniis8ioner8  -         -       60 

^  EcCLBBIASnCAL  ComnBBlONXBS. 

Endowed  Schools  Commissionera      -     600 

Bee  Endowzd  Schools  Oomiiisbionbbs. 
lionacy— Agreement  by  committee  -     829 

Bee  Aobeekent  by  Comiotteb. 

Winding-up— Appeal— Submission  to  Judge 

[46 

Bee  AsvEAi,  fbom  Subhtbsion  to  Judgb. 
Winding-up— Compromise  by  liquidator  909 

Bee  CoMPBoiosB  by  Liquidatob. 


421 
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LAHDOWHZB^Bight  to  soil  of  highway  - 

Bee  Soil  of  Highway. 
LEA8X — Agreement  by  letters 

Bee  AoBEEMBNT  bt  Letters. 

—  Agreement  for  committee  of  lunatics 

Bee  Agreement  of  Cohmittee. 

—  Disclaimer  by  trustee  in  bankruptcy 

Bee  DiscLAiKER  by  I^usteb  in  Bank- 

BUPTOT, 

Ecclesiastical  Commissioners  —  Consent   of 

person  entitled        ...       50 

Bee  Ecclesiastical  Comuibsioners. 
LEOACT — Cumulative  or  substitutionary   -     448 

Bee  CuMXTL^TiTV  Cdt^ 
Specific  share  of  |j)artnersl)ip  property        1 

Bee  Bequest  of  Share  of  Partnership 
Property. 

LEGACY  DUTY  —  Eitate  pur  autre  vie— Bent' 
charge  for  Lives  issf/ang  out  of  Lands  in 
England— Foreign  Domieil^-36  Geo.  3,  c.  52,  e. 
20—Wm8  Act  (1  Vict.  c.  26), 


„  c.  ze;,  ».  6.1    A  testator 

as  a  proviso  that  if  his  estate  should  ever  be  sold  gave  a  rent-chai^e,  to  issue  out  of  lands  in  Eng- 
nder  the  above  trust,  and  the  money,  or  any  part  landj  to  A.  for  hfe,  and  directed  that  after  her 
f  it,  become  payable  to  the  issue  of  A.  6.  and  ;  death  it  should  be  continued,  and  equally  divided 
'.  /..  or  the  issue  of  J.  G.  H.  (except  /.  W.  H.),    between  JB.,  C,  and  J).,  during  thehr  lives  and  the 


any  of  them,  and  any  one  or  more  of  such  issue 
ould  be  then  dead  having  left  lawful  issue,  then 
e  issue  of  such  issue  as  should  be  so  dead  should 
^TC  the  share  to  which  their,  his,  or  her  parent 
ould  have  been  entitled  if  living : — Held,  that  a 
kild  of  P.  /.,  who  suryiyed  her,  but  afterwards 
ded  before  the  period  of  distribution  leaving  issue, 
squired  a  vested  interest  which  was  not  by  the 
~nal  proviso  divested  in  favour  of  the  issue  of  such 
3iild ;  the  word  **  issue  **  being  held  not  to  apply 
i«D  children  of  P.  /.    Hbasmah  v.  -Peabsb  (2)  660 
Vol.  Vn.— Ch.  3 


life  of  the  longest  liver.  £.  died  domiciled 
abroad,  leaving  an  English  will,  by  which  she 
disposed  of  her  personal  estate.  On  the  death  of 
A.,  who  was  survived  by  C  and  X>.,  the  Crovni 
claimed  from  B.'s  executors  legacy  duty  in  respect  of 
B*s  third  share  of  the  rent-charge : — Hdd  (revers- 
ing the  decision  of  JScuxm,  V.C.),  that  such  duty 
was  payable,  for  that  the  interest  in  the  rent- 
charge  which  passed  to  B.*s  executors  was,  by  the 
WQlsAet,  "  an  estate  pur  autre  vie,  applicable  by 
law  in  the  same  manner  as  personiil  estate,"  itod 
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LEGACY  BXm^eorUinued, 

therefore  fell  withia  86  Geo.  3,  c.  52,  8.  20,  and 
that  it  was  not  exempt  from  duty  by  reason  of 
B,*8  foreign  domicU,  inasmuch  as,  idthough  it  was 
by  law  applicable  in  the  same  manner  as  personal 
estate,  it  was  not  by  any  of  the  statutes  made 
personal  estate,  but  was  realty  not  following  the 
person.    Ghatfieid  v.  Bebchtoldt  -     192 

LSOAL  ESTATE— Plea  of  purchase  without  no- 
tice   -----     259 
See  PuBCHASE  fobValue  without  Notice. 

—  Trustee — Distinction  between  deeds  and 
wills  ....     89S 

See  BuLE  in  Shelley's  Gasb. 

«  LEGAL  BEFBESEHTATIVES  ''—SeiO^metU,']  In 
a  settlement  the  words  **  to  pay  to  legal  represen- 
tatives in  due  course  of  administration  " : — Seld, 
to  amount  to  a  direction  to  pay  to  next  of  kin, 
and  not  to  executors  or  adnunistrators. — Order  of 
Wickene,  V.G.,  affirmed.    Bbigqb  v,  Upton      876 

LETTER  07  ALLOTMEHT-^Aoceptance  of  shares 

—Posting  letter     -         -  -     587 

See  Aooeptanob  of  Shabeb. 
LETTER  OF  CREDIT—  Winding-iq>— Double  Proof 
-—Acoommodation  BiU^—LiamUy  of  Drawer  to 
Proof  hothhy  HMer  and  -iocaptorj    Bills  of  ex- 
change were  accepted  by  the  M.  Company,  at  the 
request  of  the  O.  Company,  upon  an  undertaking 
by  the  O.  Company  tliat  they  would  provide  funds 
to  meet  the  bills  at  maturity.    The  bills  were 
indorsed  by  the  0.   Company,  and  discounted;    *   ^v     v    i_ 
but  before  they  arrived  at  maturity  both  the  E,  1  ^     .  J*T  "J*"^^  ^^  J-  A^ 
and  0,  companies  had  stopped  payment,  and  were    "^^^^^y-    ^°^*^®  following  moxk 
in  process  of  liquidation,  and  the  bills  were  dis-    'l*^^^  sanctioned  the   issue 
honoured.  The  holders  of  the  bills  recovered  the 
amount  due  on  them  by  proofe  against  the  estates 
of  both  co^)anies  under  their  respective  wind- 
ings-up i—Held  (reversing  the  decision  of  Bcuson, 
V.G.),  that  the  E.   Company  were  not  entitled 
under  the  contract  of  inaemnity  to  prove  as  cre- 
ditors against  the  O.   Company  for  the  amount 
that  had  been  recovered  from  the  estate  by  the 
holders  of  the  bills.— The  rule  in  bankruptcy 
that  there  cannot  be  a  double  proof  against  the 
same  estate  in  respect  of  the  same  debt,  held  to 
apply  in  cases  of  winding-up  under  the  Companies 
Act,  1862.    In  re  Obiental  Oommebcial  Bajstk. 


LIABILITY  OF  DIRSOTORS—conitnued 

personally  liable  :—Held  (reversing  the  d 
of  Bacon,  V.O.),  that  the  letter  did  not 
directors  personally  responsible  for  ^e 
that,  assuming  the  letter  to  contain  a  i 
tion  that  the  directors  had  power  to  ov 
account,  and  such  repreeentaticm  to  be 
this  was  not  a  misrepresentation  of 
the  persons  making  it  wetre  bound  to  _ 
but  only  a  mistaken  repreeentation  of 
and  moreover,  that  even  if  it  had  been 
representation  as  the  directors  were 
make  good,  the  bank  would  have  _ 
against  them,  since  it  had  been  able 
the  same  remedies  against  the  compan 
representation  had  been  true. — 8emh' 
letter  did  not  involve  any  representati' 
directors  had  any  otiier  power  than 
powers  of  directors. — In  1864  a 
place  between  the  company  aod  the 
the  company  giving  security  for 
account,  and  in  December,  1864, 
ger  wrote  to  the  secretary  of  the  . 
directed  to  anply  to  you  for  a  trai 
£20,000  of  tne  unissued  piefere 
the  joint' names  of  myself  and  J. 
for  the  bank  as  collateral  security 
request  that  your  unissued  deben- 
transferred  into  the  same  names, 
to  do  this  when  you  are  in  a 
them."— The  seoretarj  replied  t- 
assented,  and  had  directed  him  to 
to  the  bank  manager  and  J.  A^ 


shares,  the  secretary  wrote,  ••  I 

to  place  the  shares  and  debentu^^ 

letter  in  your  posseamon  as  oo!^^^ 

the  bank.  I  propose,  as  the  coo 

in  such  cases,  to  register  the  s 

of  two  of  the  directors  of  the 

execute  a  transfer  of  tliem  to 

a  mutual  understanding  that  « 

by  you  only  as  collateral  securi^-^ 

to  the  bank"    The  manager  rJS^^^ 

prepared  to  accept  the  shares  ^?^^^ 


"i^ 


f7> 
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Ex  parte  Eubopean  Bank    - 

LTABTLTTY— Directora 

See  LiABnjTY  of  Dibeotobs. 

—  Jobber  on  Stock  Exchange     - 

See  Custom  of  Stock  Exchakge. 

—  Trustees — ^Insufficient  investment     - 

See  Intbstment  by  Tbustees. 

UABEUTT  OP  DIRECTORS-ilf Mreprc«en/a/f  on  of 
Fact  or  Late— Liability  to  make  good  Representa- 
iion—Directon.]  Three  directors  of  a  railway 
compauy  opened,  on  behalf  of  the  company,  an 
account  with  a  bank,  and  sent  a  letter  si^ed  by 
the  three  as  directors,  requesting  the  bank  to 
honour  cheques  signed  by  two  of  the  directors 
and  countersigned  by  the  secretary.  The  account 
iwftving  been  largely  overdrawn  by  means  of  such 
cheques,  the  bank  sued  the  company  at  law,  re- 
covered judgment  in  1865,  and  issued  an  elegit. 
The  proceeds  being  insufficient  to  satisfy  the 
debt,  the  bank  filed  a  bill  to  make  the  directors 


bank  manager  and  J.  A,  B,,  ^^^    >>v^5^'^=i\  ^.  - 
to  the  same  two  directors,  ^vw-Vw^  ^^W.^*^^iti  ^^^^^^ 
transferred.    Nothing  had  be^^^^   ^^^^^aT^  ^^ 
and  the  company  were  not  y^^vJ^^^^l^  ^^^  ^L?^*^^"*^^ 

stancesdid  not  make  the  dii«^^f>«/  ^^i 


'^'****-  ^ 

;^:^^. 


S?'**»*U^^^*'^ 


«oi?^if^*»'«'> 


■^^>^'^^- 


come 


to   the   hands    of     ^?1 


.^^^^^> 


^^ir 


Ux 


eon 


,  aw  Rep.  6  Q.  B.  ^rT^^^^lf^^^^^^V^ 

nial  Bank  of  Auttralatf'ct,    ^^» 
distinguished.— iiosftcJaZ?  -to^^^w   fck 
750)  approved.    Bbatti^    *  -^--     --•* 


J^^^  1.^^- 
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^^C^iblic  hoQBe — ^Transfer  of      * 
Sals  of  Pubuo-hotibb. 

of  exchange  diawn  agaioBt  cargo 
BiLii  DBAWN  AGAiNar  Cabgo.      [696 

Mortgage  of  ship     -         -     507 

MOKTOAQE  01*  SHIP. 

r — ^Appeal         -  -  -     881 

Bee  Apfaal  fob  small  Amount. 


i — Transfer  of  bnsmesa — ^No- 
tion  of  contract  .  .  -     661 

Novation  of  CJontbact. 


propertiy 

eqnall 

"viao 

thesh 

'Which 

aonal 

cither 
«dvan. 


liad 

miaeo 
other 

decree 

of  the     <i 

that  tft^G 

footing- 
ther0fo2*o 
I*OOLB     

8. 

inM 

daizDB 
Jannaiy"' 
i¥hich  hi., 
liolder  of 
"which  hj 
had  beco 
first  not! 
prove,      _ 
proof  ha^i 
Bo11b,oii 
the  iSiat 
by  the 
applicable 
eompftQy 
up  (ffder  - 

^eclaliki 
ing  fotnci 


STATUTE  OF  —  TRZZ— ^dtHMiM- 

3     A  testator,  hj  his  will,  gave  his 

liis  ^Bvife  for  life,  and  after  h^  death 

3eii  his  children,  subject  to  a  pro- 

_  tjiat  bis  tzixstees  should  deduct  from 

<^  his  daughter  M.  B,  the  sum  of  £200 

advanced  to  her,  and  add  it  to  his  per- 

be :  and  that  if,  at  the  period  of  distri- 

1   JS.    "should  be  indebted  to  any  or 

yier  farotheiB   or   sisters  in  respect  of 

znade  to  her,  his  trustees  should  t>e  em- 

fleduct  all  or  any  such  debts  or  advances 

sliare,  and  pay  the  same  to  the  brother 

^whom  the  same  might  be  owing."  M.  B. 

"vred  from  one  brother  £100,  on  a  pro- 

ote  bearing  interest,  and  had  borrowed 

from  another  brother.     Nearly  all 

had,  before  ^e  time  of  distribution, 

arred  by  the  StaUde  of  lAmiiatwM: — 

Vice-chancellor  of  the  Duchy  Court 

,  that  the  trustees  were  authorized  to 

M.  B*B  share  all  the  debts,  though 

^he  statute,  with  the  interest  on  such 

interest : — ^Held,  on  appeal,  that  the 

iTght  so  far  as  regarded  the  principal 

a^  thongh  barred  by  the  statute ;  out 

^^-■^^ention   of  the  testator  was  to  put 

'^^y  brothers  and  sisters  on  the  same 

^c^vances  by  himself,  and  that  interest, 

^^^^arht  not  to  be  deducted.    Pools  v. 

*.  ....      17 

^w^inding-^P  —  Campamei  Ani,  1862, 

^^npany  "^^8  ordered  to  be  wound  up 

,    1865.     The  certificate  of  debts  and 

:^iiade    in  December,   1870;  and  in 

1    a  dividend  was  paid  on  the  debts 

^n  established.    In  March,  1871,  the 

Us  of  exchange  to  a  large  amount, 

.been  accepted  by  the  company  and 

^payable  in  February,  1865,  save  the 

^i^bis  claim  and  applied  for  leave  to 

'^disturbing  previous  dividends.    The 

been  rejected  by  the  Hsster  of  the 

^  ground  that  the  debt  was  barred  by 

^JAmUaUoM  >—Hddy  on  appeal,  that 

(flies  Aet,  1862,  the  assets  are  made 

--..  the  payment  61  all  liabiUties  of  the 

^'^:>^sting  at  the  date  of  the  winding- 

at  from  that  time  the  StaluU  of  LinU- 

not  run  against  a  creditor,  and  that 

^  were  entitled  to  prove,  not  disturb- 

^Li-videnda.    In  re  Gxnebal  Bolldto 

AHT.    Joint  Siwk  Pisooukt  C!om- 

—  —  —  —      mK> 

iuooesstve  tenant*  for  life     -     676 
Wabtb. 
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UQUIDATIOV  B7  ABaAV0XlDDT— De&ult  in 

payment  of  composition — 'Action  by 
creditors       ...  ^^  £^ 

See  iNjTKonoN  in  Bankbuftoy.     3, ' 

Privilege  of  Parliament  -  «    '519 

See  PsrviLBaB  of  Pabuammnt. 

Beaolution  to  transfer  proceedings ^Bztia- 

ordinary  resolution  of  creditors  —  686 
See    ExTBAOBDiNABT    Bbbolutioh    ov 

CBEDITOB& 

LWACT — Committee — Agreement  for  lease  889 

See  AOBBKMBNT  BY  GOMMITTBB. 

Lease  by   Ecclesiflstical  CommlsaioiierB 

Jurisdiction  -  ~       60 

See  "EocLEBiAffncAL  Commissiokkbs. 

Maintenance  of — ^Person  not  found  iuaane 

See  Maintenance  of  LuNATia  [68 

KAIL  TBAIV8-^Control  of  railway  company 

Be&eshment  rooms  -  -.      409 

iSto  EZFBBSB  TbAINS. 

HAIXTEir AJfOX  OF  LITV ATIO—Pase  Mainienance 

— LufMcy  Beaulaium  Act,  1862.]     A  person  of 
unsound  mina,  not  found  so  by  inquisition,  was 
kept  by  her  brothers  in  a  private  asylum  from 
1838  to  1859,  at  a  total  expense  of  more  than 
£700.     The  brothers  having  suffered  losses  in 
trade,  and  being  unable  further  to  support  her 
i^e  was  kept  in  a  county  asylum,  at  the  expense 
of  the  county,  from  1859  to  1871,  the  total  ex- 
pense exceeding  £300.    In  1871  a  legacy  was  paid 
to  her  brothers,  which  by  a  will  was  directed  to 
be  paid  to  them  to  be  applied  for  her  benefit. 
This  legacy  was  ordered  to  be  retained  by  the 
brothers  for  her  past  maintenance  in  preference 
to  the  claims  of  the  county,  the  brothers  under- 
taking to  maintain  her  in  future ;  and,  eemble, 
they  would,  even   without  giving    this  under- 
taking, have  been  entitled  so   to  be  repaid  for 
past  maintenance.    In  re  Gibson    -  -       68 

UHS— Rights  of  owner        ...     689 

See  Bbsebvation  of  Minkbalb. 
Cost-book  system — Custom  of  ComwaU  886 

See  CosT-BOOK  Company. 
JOHBiALS — China  clay      .  -  -     688 

See  Besebvation  of  Minebalb. 

jUgBXnEBEHTATIOK— Fact  or  law— Directors 
of  company  -         -         -  -     7TI 

See  LiABiuTT  or  Dibectobs. 

Prospectus  of  company  -  -       66 

See  MI8BEFBE8ENTATION  OF  FBOSPBCfTUB. 

Trade-mark        '         Z,        '  -     611 

See  Tbadb-habk.    2. 

XIBEBPBSSEHXATIOir  nrFS06FSCnr»— fi%ars- 

^Wcr— ABotoicirf— <3fr(wndj  for  CaneeQa4t0fi.l 
The  canceUation  of  ahares  by  directory  where 
the  shareholder  has  vahd  grounds  to  claun  cs*- 
oellation,  is  good  and  effectiml,  althou^  ^ 
shareholder  ctoimed  such  cancellatiou  on  mvaUd 
grounds,  not  being  •*  *^%*^  *^"«  ^*^ 

existent  of  valid  g^^'^^.^C  lI^;i**S:?'?^^^ 
a  company  it  was  untrrfr  stated  that  80,000 
shares  had  been  subscribed  for.  W^  reWmg  on 
this  rta^ent  applied  for  shar^  and  had  ten 
sSi^^^tS  to  hiin,  <>JY^^,^e  psid  the 
deposit  Se  ocwnmittee  of  the  ^IocIp  f^sehaiMM 
rSCd'  to  g^iSTUttliug  day,  whereupon  «r. 
X  2  ■*■ 


i 


■ 


IDflXEPHZBSSTATIOH  DT  PBOSFECTUS— nm(. 

urate  to  the  dircoton  that  they  Dught  lo  retWD 
the  depoail.  The  shnreheldcta  at  arocctingagrecil 
tliat  toe  allottees  were  entillcil  to  have  their 
allotioeiits  cnncellod.  Thereupon  W.  received 
beck  bis  deposit  money,  and  returned  his  abare 
certificates,  and  on  entry  was  made  in  the  register 
of  Bhareholdcn  tliat  his  gliores  were  cancelled. 
The  company  was  afterwards  wound  up,  and  W. 
then  discovered  the  misrepresentaMnn  aa  to  t]ie 
nnmber  of  sliores  subscribed  for  : — Held  (rewising 
the  deoigion  of  Wirrkent,  V.C.),  that  Ibo  concella- 
tion  of  the  alMnicnt  was  valid,  the  directors 
having  been  aware  of  the  misrepresentotion  though 
the  shareholder  was  not  aware  of  it :  and  that  IF. 
was  not  a  contiibutory  eilliei  as  a  present  or  put 
member.  In  re  London  and  Meditxiibaneah 
Bank.    Wriobt'h  Case         -  .  .       H 

lOSTAKX — Transfer  of  shores  —  Error  in  di>- 
tinguis)iing  number  -  -     4U 

See  TsAKsrsm  of  Shabd.    i. 
ICZXD  Tim — Eionoration  of  penonalty— Dis- 
cretion in  trustees  to  sell  -  -     419 
Bee  ExoNEtiATiON  or  Febbonaltt. 
XOVZT   DEHASD  —  Jurisdiction  —  Breach  of 
trust-          -          .          .         -     427 
Bee  BciLDnio  Society. 
■OBTBAOI — Commission  in  army— Priority  109 
Bee  MoKTaAGE  of  CouusaioN. 

Pftrtnershipproperty— Act  of  bankruptcy  SS4 

See  UoBTOAOE   or   FABTHBaauip  Pbo- 

Power  of  sale — Eitinction  by  transler 

8tt  ElTINCnOH  OF  POWEB. 

Priority — Negligence — Praud  -       76 

Bee  Pbiobitt  noN  Neglioence. 
Begistration — Companies  Act,  1862,  s.  43 

Bee  Unbeqistebed  Mobtqaoe.  [98S 
Ship       -----     »T 

jSm  Mortoagb  or  Sbif. 
HOETGAOE  OT  COVXasaai-'FTioTity-Notla 
— Further  Aihaiicei,^  F.,  an  officer  in  the  ojmy, 
i;ave  to  the  Plaintiff,  in  March,  s  charge  on  the 
I'roceeds  of  the  eale  of  his  commission,  for  a  bill 
lor  £62  lOi.  disccnnted  for  him  by  the  Plaintiff, 
and  "  for  any  further  sum  or  aoms  that  you  may 
advanee,  or  for  which  I  may  be  liable  lo  yon. 
Id  June  F.  g»\e  R.  a  charge  on  the  same  moneys, 
.and  in  July  gnee  the  0.  Bank  a  charge.  In 
August  the  bill  for  £62  IDs.  not  having  been  paid, 
F.  gave  the  Plsinliff,  who  had  no  notice  of  the 
other  incumbrances,  a  fresh  bill  for  £88  I4(., 
being  the  amcinnt  of  the  former  with  interest  and 
costs.  F.  also  gave  B.  a  charge  on  the  8th  of 
September,  and  L.  a  charge  on  the  14lh  of  Sep- 
tember. The  PlointifT,  still  withont  notice,  on 
the  IStb  of  Seplember,  discounted  n  £25- bill  for 
F, ;  and,  at  wVat  time  did  not  appear,  beeame 
indorsee  from  B.  of  a  bill  for  £80  accepted  by  F. 
The  proceeds  of  the  aolo  of  F.'l  commission  were 
in  the  hanits  of  if.  •(  Co.  for  distribution  at,  and  ] 
not  befotr,  the  opening  of  their  hank  on  the  8th  ■ 
of  December.  The  0.  Bank  left  notice  by  letter 
of  their  charge  at  H.  &  Co.'i  bonk  on  the  7th, 
after  it  had  closed  for  the  evening;  the  other  ia- 
cumbmnccrs  gave  notice  at  nine  on  the  morning 
'  of  the  Sth  when  the  bock  opened:— 0)U,  bythe 


)EX.  [Cn  Vol  VII 

XOKNAOE  OF  COmUBIOS-oiolinai. 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  that  the  chaiffi  mttnl  i 
follows:  (1)  fl.'»  charge:  *2)  the  Vlainuri  Vl 
of  £88  14t. ;  (3)  the  PlaintifTs  £80  kill  ioAiin. 
to  him  by  B. ;  (4)  B.i  clisrge :  (5)  tlw  PLuDliJ 
bill  for  £25;  (6)  L.'jcharge;  (7)  thcO.BoiJ,: 
Held,  on  appeal,  thut  the  notice  of  tbe  1).  Boj 
being  delivered  aftra  banMng  houn  en  the  J' 
was  i^ood  as  a  notice  for  the  opening  o!  the  bu 
on  the  Sth,  and  that  all  the  notices  natK 
treated  as  coiitempaiB&eoUB  ;  tbsl  the  reneitl 
the  PlaintifTs  bill  in  Augustdid  nolpot^BDel 
security ;  that  the  Plaintiff's  £25  bill  o»  i  furtt 
advance  hsd  the  same  priority  as  the  £!fl  H 
but  that  the  £80  bill  was  not  included  in  i 
PlaintifTs  seenrity.  and  thst  lh«  swnritia  m 
rank  as  followe  :  <:)  tbe  tlsintiffi  £«S  lU  i 
£25;   (2)  B.'s  oharse;   (31  the   charge  of  1 


MOBTOAOI  OF  FABIHXB8EI7  FIOFZIT' 
Bankruptcy —Pouier  of  AtU)nuiJt—^'*^''f  ^ 
Bankruptcg—Ael  o/BatJcnplix  under/omai 
Jfepeai— 32  433  Fid.  o.  83,s.20.1  M.D.andJ 
were  c*nying  on  business  in  partnenhip. 
September,  1869.  J.  D.  gave  lo  J.  J.  if .  'P 
of  attorney,  authorizing  him  to  sell  certsin 
perty  of  J.  D.,  including  a  particular  aliip  w 
was  in  fact  partnership  property,  and  then ' 
abroad.  In  November  a  mortgage  deed  «u 
cnted,  by  which,  after  reciting  that  the  ja 
and  eadi  of  them  were  indebted  lo  S,  ii 
amoant  not  asoertained,  JIf.  D.  and  J.  v. 
ported  to  convey  to  8.  property  which  !i 
nearly  the  whole  aasets  of  the  psrtuenlu 
secure  all  moneys  which  then  were  or  i 
tbere«fter  become  dne  to  S.  from  the  » 
or  either  of  them.  At  the  same  time  ^  ' 
sale  was  executed,  by  which  J.  D.,  wilh  thi 
curience  of  M.  D.,  purported  to  aasiEn  the  8 
B.  absolutely  at  a  certain  price,  subject  ' 
inenmbranoes  thereon.  These  deeds  wen 
cuted  by  X.  D.  and  J.  A.  M.  as  atlotnej  iui 
In  April,  1870,  M.  D.  and  J.  D.  were  «dj 
bankrupts ;  tbe  net  of  bankruptcy  by  J.  D. 
his  leaving  England  in  September,  1K63 
intent  to  defeat  or  delay  his  creditora. 
County  Court  Judge  held  that  the  ei«ii 
the  mortgoge  on  behalf  of  J.  D.  was  voii 
coming  within  the  scope  of  tbe  power  of  si 
but  that  the  mortgage  was  valid  as  the  i 
3f.  D.  alone,  being,  in  his  opinion,  el*c 
secure  an  antecedent  debt,  and  further  s( 
made  on  the  promise  of  having  setruiitv 
whole,  and  that  its  effect  was  to  make  S. 
trustee  in  bankruptcy  tenants  in  oHanioi 
mortgaged  property.  He  held  the  bill  ol 
be  good,  being  of  opinion  that  though  • 
cinmniatanceB  from  which  it  was  reas^nat 
inferred  that  /.  D.  left  England  with  ii 
defeat  or  delay  his  creditors,  this  could  nol 
against  the  positive  OB.tb  of  S.,  that  he 
that  J.  D.  had  left  England  only  to  mak 
chase  and  would  apeedilj  return,  and  ths 
did  not  snspcct  tbe  firm  of  btdng  insolvc 
appeal  the  Chief  Judge  held  the  moitge 
an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  therefore  void, 
bill  of  sale  to  be  void  on  the  ground  ' 
power  of  attotney  waa  reToked  bj  (he  act 


*^^-  T'ol.  viij  index. 

^^^^ax  or  PARTHSWKIP  PBOPZETT 


mitted   by  J.  Z>.  :— ^eW,  t 


NEQUmtCX— Mortgage— Priority—  Fnnd 
&g  Pbiobtty  TBoa  NEOLiaBiicB. 

MEW  TBUSTEB—AppDiiitment  oT  -     ] 

See  Teverrxit  Acra. 


appeal  to 

-  -       -.,,„  „u=...~^ -  ^     raSwhollj  I 

iaK'V.   *«  a«Miii8t    tbe  truett-e,  fottliat  by  it  M.D.,  .  jmi  OF   DH— Trust  for  — Lesal  repreaenta- 
ja^^'^ztba    ana    to  be  iMolyenl,  attempted  to  titea  -  -  -  -  -     878 

„uJ^"^tKi,  Dartnerabip  property  a  Becunly  for  »epa-  ;  5m  "  Leoal  RBPBESENTAirvta." 

^^  ..Wek^Sf  hiiiM—lfand  J.-I>.,i«hichi™af™iid 

^        Ja^dI^-    -H""**^  also,  that  »ltho,^h  a  power  of 
.vv  ^^^    ™-     ^«*  for  all   pnrpoBea  revoked  by  an  act 

A«<k^5»'^''P**'-'^'*  ^«  of  an  act  of  baofanptoy  would 
^*»*^  no  °°**^1  ?he  t,lteeund«a;uliequei.t 
'^^SOr:^!  as  *^J,^*bUl  of  «le  w««  void,  for  that  8. 
<^JU«iication,  "J^j/'^ero  eufficient  (o  inform  him 
fcIG>-«V-  facta  '^^^ommitted  on  act  of  bankruptoy, 
(iO-t  -''.  ■'^■,T*„*  „^c&p6theeongeqnencebrBaying 
■itfl  l:ie««f'?"_*  Jrawnthia  interenoe  from  them. 
!^  be  *"***  ?  «n  act  of  bankruptcy  mider  the 
t^*  effect  of  *"_J%y  the  repealing  Beotion  (BO) 
Tll^    ^r  la"  >?. '!^     -     a'*      "       ^    ".-- 


S3.    ^  puf^  Showbill. 


WV>iiSM  >>°^rf  obtu»•.l•e1J.■ieM«>~;" 
J^^^p\6tely  "^^^^  ^toin  U>er«.Qt  not  only  T-hBt 


freig^    „ 

that  a  Bulraeqnenl 

,«.—  -—»   Jo  me  nolioa  to  the  chai^ 

„«,  the  **!f  on  the  freight.    Liviepool 


-Gtfl 


T  tndoiB  a 


^5K„rcl.-End<^_»;^^/_43  Geo.  8.  ..  108.;     A 

^i?^^"i^%CM^"»""'*'^     A  teetatrU  gave 

»^id  under  ^'l';  ^  iterBonal  ealate  to  trusteee  upon 

Xbe  rOBidue  of  f.f 'J^pplied  in  aid  of  erecting  or 

^truat  to  be  by  t»^™,  "i^i  church  at  A.  :-Hdd  {re- 

endowing  ^° -^^^u  of  Bacon,  V.C),  th»t  the  gift 

-versing  tlie  dociHi"    ^  („nfl„ed  to  a  eburob  to  be 

-„a«  iwt  "'*^''     ° -need  before  the  death  of  the 

«^'^^  "k.-Tw^  "pp'i'^''"^ »» "■?  ^''*""'  ^r'^'- 

testatrix,  but  wasFi^^  whether  the  residuary 
^n  i"qw^™„uid  be  employed  in  aid  of  erect- 
i'^n*"'"^  **^wi^  an  -ddilioi*!  ehmch  nt  A 
»°5  or  «°^°"A"5rt  „ill  hold  a  fund  for  an  inde- 
-Wlether  th°  ^"'^'I  been  given  for  a  charitable 


Leoal  Rkpresentaitvis.'' 

FOnCB— Company — Money  borrowed  for  illegal 

purpose         -  -  _  _     xn 

See  UHAUTHOBIZED  DEAUHa  in  BBABsa. 

Opening  railway — Board  of  Trade    -     T87 

Bee-Sanoa  or  opemihg  Kulwat. 

Puichaee  withont  -  .  _     299 

SsePuHCHASB  pobValue  withodt  Notidi. 

50TICE  or  onSMlKO  BAHW&Y— Sa<7uHy  Qm- 

pana— Board  of  Trade — 5  4  6    Vid.   c.  55.  i.  4.] 

Under  the  powers  of  corlain  Acts  of  Pariiament 

junctions  were  made  between  the  main  line  of  a 

railway  company  and  two  bianoh  liuee  of  railway 

opposite  sidcB  of  the  main  line  ;  so  that  trains 

jiing  from  oue  of  the  branch  lines  run  fot  some 

distance  along  the  main  line  and  then  passed  on 
to  the  other  branch  line.  Some  years  afterwards 
the  company  laid  ilown  a  line  of  railway  parallel 
to  their  main  Lne  for  about  a  mile,  and  subetitnted 
for  one  of  iho  original  junctions  a  new  junction, 
nearly  opposite  to  the  other  original  juoction,  so 
'US  to  form  between  the  two  branch  liues  a  level 
orossing  over  the  main  lino.  The  company  also 
made  two  new  atationa  on  this  new  line  : — Httd 
(affirming  the  decision  of  Widiem,  V.C),  that  the 
new  line  was  a  railway  or  portion  of  railway  which, 
under  5  &  6  Vict.  o.  55,  s.  *.  could  not  be  opened 
without  previous  notice  to  the  Board  of  Trade. 
Attobnet-Genebal  v.  Gbcat  Wbbtkhs  Railwat 
ConPAMr.  -----  767 
BOVATIOH  OT  COKTEACT— Trao»/«-  of  Butinea 
of  Life  Inmrance  Company  —  Acqaieaantee  — 
innuilaiJ.]  The  deed  of  settlement  of  the  7. 
Life  Intarance  Company  provided  that  in  a 
certain  event  a  general  meeliug  of  the  comptuiy 
might  resolve  on  its  dissolution,  and  that  in  such 
a  case  proper  measures  sliould  be  tnken  for 
effecting  such  dissolution,  without  prejudice  to 
the  rights  of  the  parties  then  insuredl  and  there- 
upon the  affairs  of  the  company  bhould  with  all 
convenient  speed  be  wound  up,  ond  the  liabilities 
of  the  company  bo  wtiafled  or  otherwise  sutfl- 
ciently  provided  for  by  reinvestment  or  by  trans- 
fer to  other  eiisUng  and  approved  assurance 
rfBoes'  In  acoordonce  with  this  provision  a  rerolu- 
tioo  was  passed  to  dissolve  the  company,  and  the 
business  and  assets  were  transferred  to  the  E. 
Company.    The  Petitioner,  whohad  pnmhased  an 

the£. 


doctrine  of  "V^  ^JEich  there  is  no  reasonable 
»  P^tw"'^!  "^^nK  into  execution  -  <?«««. 
pr«.peot  °4  fnTimpuro  personalty  is  given  to 
Sibere  P?^^"!?  T  endoVa  church,  they  are 
*™'IfS  andMthe  43  Geo.  3,  c  108,  to  £500  out 
titled,  a°^i:l™»lt».  in  addition  to  the  whole 
Bumrrr  v.  Hbbbebt  283 


bis  life  from  the  I.  Company,  refused 

the  transfer  of  his  poliov  to  the  E, 

Company  ;  but  he  received  payment  of  his  annnity 

■     "  " — .  4111  !.  «....  wound  up.    Ho 

id  up  the  I.  Cotn- 
pany':—Htld,  Bist,  that  although  the  diseolntion 
and  transfer  of  the  bosioess  of  the  I.  Company 
were  perfectly  valid,  yot  the  woids  in  the  deed  of 
eetUoment   reserving    lbs  rights  of   the  parties 
aasored  were  coneluwve  in  showing  that  there 
°«"^^""™;«.nalty.    BuraMT  r.  mbbbebt  «»    ^^ij  i^  „„  „o,^ti<.n  of  the  contract  with  tl.e 
-I—^mmmBBe^-Owners  and  occupiers-  ,  policy-holders  without  their  consent     Seoondly, 
^TOTirAMOmmB»-uvme™^     _  i-    „g    JJ^^J^^  !„„,«  rf, he  payment  of  the  annuity 

^"So^  «  COMMOB.  f>^>n  the  E.  C<«npan<j  was  no  evidence  that  tl.e 


XIOM  or  OUHTJUCT— oonMaowl. 

oner  had  adopted  the  E.  Company  aa  hie 

n,  and  that  he  was  still  a  cieditoi  [»  the  I. 
my/.—OtAtlt  of  ^oliiM,  V.C.,  iriuding  ap  the 
npany,  afSrmed.  In  re  Insu  amq  Xjmdoh 
Absthascb  Cohfant  -         -        051 

ZlAL  LIQirniATDB— PurchoH  0/  SAarei  in 

of  a  Truttte—Suit  by  liquidator  in  ffama  0/ 
OmteryfoT  Indemnity l\  The  right  of  a  truatee, 
086  name  eharea  in  a  oompan}'  were  staDdiog; 
I  time  of  its  being  woand  up,  to  indemnltj 
lis  caitii  que  tratt,  enforced  by'the  Ijquida- 

a  Buit  in  tlie  name  of  the  trustee  who  had 
TiniiBed  with  Uie  liquidator  for  hia  liability 
i  aharee  upon  terma  including  a  ttipnlatioa 
the  liquidator  should  be  at  liberty  to  oon- 
tbe  suit— Deoree  of  JtfaJitx,  V.C,  afBimed. 
rmo  0.  Maddics        -  -  _         99S 

Proiluetiou  of  doeumeiita — DiwoTer;       907 

8te  FeoDUcnoH  or  Doccnsms.    1. 
S   TO  rUB   PtTBIIO    EZAJimAnOV  — 
■vptey  —  Conditional    Order  —  Bankruptcy 
S69,  ».  la—Jlankrupley  BuUm,  1870,  r.  liO, 
45.]      The  Court  of   Bankruptcy  baa   no 

to  make  an  order  that  a  bankrupt  do  pau 
ublio  exooiioation  conditional  on  hii  doing 
u  acta.  The  fiaminatian  ought  to  be 
med  till  he  liaa  donu  all  tliat  ia  required  by 
.ot  and   tlie  links,  and  till  he  u  able  to 

big  affidavit  in  the  Form  No.  15  appended 

Bulea,  and  then  an  absolute  order  Ibr  his 
.g  should  be  made.    Ex  parte  Sunm.    In  re 


XT  AHD  CBIIJ)— Undue  influcuco— Yolun- 
tary  BetU«ment  -  -  .         329 

See  VOLCNTAUT  SETrUUENT.      2. 

lAJCEMT— Bankruptcy— Member  of  House 
of  CommoDi         -  -  -         (19 

Stt  PaiVlLIGB  OP  Fablluient. 

lAICKHTAST  F0WIB8 — Railway  company 
See  CoxpULSOBT  Powers,  I,  2.  [154, 4TS 

L  EVISEKCZ— To  explaiu  will  -  170 
See  luPEBnTCT  DtscaimoM  of  Chabitt. 
PEBfOHlUIIOZ— Building  on  another's 
laud         ....  (03 

See  CoKTBACT  »r  Corporation. 

IB  —  Appointinent   of   represeolatiTe    of 
deceaaed  party     -  -  -         634 

Sea  Ai>PO]KT:iENTor  Befsksehtativk. 

Ownent  and  occupiers — Commoners  of  forest 
Bee  RissT  or  CouNOV.  [456 

Facation  of  iurolmeut  —  Person  not  parti 
tLeBuil      -  ' 

See  Vaoatios  o 


trustee,  be  deduoted ;  and  in  estunatiug  what 
been  so  paid,  the  assets  (inoludiug  tti 
the  A  contribntoriee)  are  to  be  treated 

jNiri  ^icuiu  of  all  the  debts 


.rtyto 

in 


Inrolhekt. 

irZBSEIP— Bequcxts  of  abate  of   specific 

portions  of  assets  -  -  -  1 

Jiiiss  Bbquest  or  Shabi  or  Pastnebsoif 

FaOPBBTY. 

I'oint  posseasion  of  boukl  —  Production  of 
docaments  -  -  -  -       SU 

See  Pboddction  or  DodrMKNTs.      2. 


PXBSCUr  OT  ITVBOinn)  IHHD— Lease 

aiastical  (.'iinmiaBiuners 

Chancery  and  Lanacy  ^ 

£lss  EooLxaLABTicai.  nnnntaii-^ 
Mainlenanoe        -  -  _ 

See  MActJTiMAKCK  or  Lurati 
^BSOITAL  XRATX — Exoneralion  ol  __, 

Bee  ElONIKATKlM  OF  Pkbboh^  - 
FZIZTIOK—TruBtee  Belief  Act— Cosr, 

Bee  TansTsi  Belief  Act. 
PLXADITO— Execution  of  c)«di1«i' 

See  Tbustbe  or  Cbeditu 
Illegality — Sufficiency  of  alle^^ 

See  RwuLTiMo  Tbikt. 
Moltifatlonenoie— Occupiers 

Bight  of  owoer 

Bee  BiOBi  or  Couuoii. 
FOBTDTO  LEITEB— Notioe  of  alio- 

Bee  AccEFTANOB  o: 
FOWZR— Extinction  of— TransfuB 

See  ExTiHcnoH  or  Pone 
— — Herocation — Insertion    i 

See  VOLDHTABY  SFTTLEUa 

Sale  in  Mortgage- Extinclit.^^^ 

See  ExTurcmoH  or  Pow^^ 
FEACnCK— Appeal — BubmiKuon 

Ete  Af  PBAL  rBoif  Bunuiq 
Appeal — Trivial  amoDQt        ""'^kt^^;  =" 

Set  Appeal  fob  Small  a    -^       ^^ 
Appointment  of  represenlati^^'^w^         ~  O,.   feJ?: 

See  AFFOIKT11EJ.T  OF  E^^I^    ^^-^    ^    "*f^ 
Bankruptcy— Affidavit  "itlil^^**^^     '  **i 

Bee  AirKAviT  withoc^-  ^"^^  4**V  "* 


&«  UoBiaAGE  OrPABTHBBaaipFBOFIBTI.  I 


BaDkruptry— Appeal  fnan  ^  ^»r^*»ur*»A-3*4 
&e  Appeal  STBAHMt^Nit^V^V     *^V^ 
Bankruptcy— Debtor  «unn^^'\r*>  ^^  *^ 

See  Dbbtob  Summons.        '^liJ^'  *'W. 

rtgage  of  partnership  property — Ad  of  i Bankruptoy— Estate    adi^v^  """^-^^     ^^i^ 

bankmptc'y  -  .  -        634  countries       -  "        **Vu.    ^'^^*'*»i^ft 


See  Bamkbdpict  u 


- I 
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INDEX. 


885 


See  AjsaiOJnoDir  ov  all  Debtqb'b  Pbo- 


■^421  hy  company  being  wound  up— Seourity 
for  costs  -  -  -  -     225 

See  Sjoctubttt  fob  Oobts. 

ris-suit Security  foi  costs  -     225 

See  S^xjcvarsTT  pob  Costs. 
>ilMoovery  injurious  to  Defendant    90,  94,  n. 
^See  I>isoo'VTBBT  nwrrBious  to  Defendant. 

1,    2. 
^^^-r-l^siaatioal  CommiflBioners— Lease  by    50 

^^^^JEOCX-JBBlA8TICAl*  Ck>MUISBIONEBS. 

^^  _g^^^4^^¥Tiflnt  to  discredit  witness  895 

■^^^Sj^^T^MKHT  TO  DISCBKDIT  WiTUESS. 

X   «i^«n*  of  aeciee^Vacating         -     217 

I^»^i^^S\rrA.mON  or  INBOLMEKT. 


^'^ ^^c^xeement  by  oommittee  - 

Lunacy— -^^^^^jpp  by  CJosudttbe. 


of  doeuments  -  907, 812,  686 
^''^^^^>**€JcmoN  OF  Dooukents.  1,  2,  3. 
See  *'»*r^«50  -  -  -     228 


JbELncr  AoT. 


1850 
^     TfcoUef  Act 
5ee  "A  »^*'^^_i,4,  to  aoU  of  highway 


600 


421 
120 


SsSxx.  oir  BXOHW.T. 

J^STq^  HBATH— Jtegoie*— iSteteifi o/ 

4^A^  teetator  g»ve  a  legaoy  to  be 

^nitoiionSvL    ^— ritbin  twelve  months,  oetween 


Ixen  ^*  •'_    death,  such  sum  to  be  raised 
^J-T^  the  ^^'^^^^'^'^irty    thereinaaer  riven  to  his 
\»^zS  o^  ^^®    ?r?*^  H©  *^®^  g*^®  to  nis  executrix 
^cuVrix  for  *^*®-     -eonal  estate  for  her  life,  and 
;-«taiii  xeal  f^^^X-iuldren  of  IF.  P.  living  at  his, 
Cter  defctb.to^.^      ^^  ^l^g  testator's  death  in 
^fi  testat^r^^??^  ^ere  four  chUdren  of  W.  P. 
muary.  ^^*  'x^,  X  ^-  •?•»  ^^  'lot  been  heard 
,  ^vi»g»  °^4*S2iiw'  1845,  and  nothing  ever  was 
^  Binoe  JP^'^^ftrds.    The  executrix  paid  to 
^eard  of  ^  *i*f^ho  were  known  to  be  living, 
^e  four  c*\^*«tla  of  the  legacy,  but  did  not  raise 
rour  fifth  8P^®^f.Xf      In  1851  she  became  lunatic, 
4Jie  r©m.^5i%iftindfl,  to  the  income  of  which  she 
and  in  18^  r®  iJfo  were  transferred  to  the  credit 
was  «ii*;"®^/f^to  the  account  of  the  lunatic  and 
-of  the .  ly^^Jf  ^  -p ,  and  the  income  was  ordered 
tlie  children  of  W.x-^j^^^^^^     In  1871  the  four 

*o  be  ftPP).^^Aen  of  IT.  P.  and  the  administrator 

^11^^^  petitioned  that  the  remaining  fifth 

o^  •'•    -*A^'iiOTU5y.  with  interest,  might  be  paid  to 

^hare  ^^^^l^^or.  if  not,  then  to  the  adm&istra. 
-fcbe  four  children,^^^^^  ^^^^  there  being  no  proof 

^^/OT  ^*_r  WT  p  'g^ived  the  testator,  the  share  must 
«bAt  •^-  -J"  7/ ^  £o,ip  children  who  were  known  to 
S>e  paad  *^.  *  ^^j^^ .  that  the  manner  in  which 
^^ve  «^r^aealt  With  the  fund  took  the  case 
tl^o  Court  h^a^^  ^  ^  ^^^  principal,  but  that 

<yxx%   01  *"^^^^,^^gj^Qfij^tei^at  should  be  given. 
^raclPAL  AITD  sraETT— Discharge  of  sureW 

^^^^^^igii  DISCHABOE  OF  SUBETY.  [1^ 

rY— Mortgage— Negligence— Fraud     75 
fyna  Ybsssbszi  raou  Nequoenoe. 


FBIOBnr-^xm^tfiflMl. 

Mortgage  of  proceeds  of  sale  of  oommiBSion 

bee  MoBTaAGE  of  Comxxsbiojs,   '     [109 

— —  Mortgage  on  ship— Lien  on  freight   -     607 
See  MovrojLQK  of  Ship. 

FBIOBUT  nOU   anROIIOKHCE— Jfortodoe— 
Execution   of  Deed — Signing    Beoeipt-^Fraud 
Notice --Def ecu  in    Piana  —  ^«e«ta^ton.]     The 
solicitor  of  two  mortgagees  put  up  for  sale  by 
auction,  without  anv   authority,  the  mortgaged 
estate.    He  professed  to  have  bought  the  mtate 
and  prepared  a  conveyance  which  purported  to  be 
made  by  the  second  mortgagee  under  his  power 
of  sale.    The  mortgagees  both  executed  the  con- 
veyance, and  also  signed  indorsed  receipts  for 
money  as  paid  to  them,  though  no  money  was  in 
fact  paid  to  them.     The  solicitor  took  possession 
of  the  estate  and  continued  to  pay  the  mterest  to 
the  mortgagees,  and  afterwards  made  an  equit- 
able mortgage  of  the  estate,  representing  it  to 
be  his  own  and  unincumbered.    As  to  the  first 
mortgagee,  there  was  evidence  that  he  was  de- 
ceived by  the  BoUcitor ;  as  to  the  second  mort- 
gagee, there  was  evidence  that  he  trusted  the 
solicitor  implicitly.    There  were  inconsistencies 
on  the  plans  upon  the  difiTerent  deeds,  and  the 
solicitor  had  attested  some  of  the  prior  deeds : — 
Held  (affirming  the  decree  of  Malins,  V.O.),  that, 
under  the  circumstances,  the  equitable  mor^gee 
had  priority  over  the  second  mortgagee  :— %eU^ 
that  the  inconsistencies  in  the  plans  and  the 
attestation  by  the  solicitor  did  not  put  the  equit- 
able mortgagee  on  inquiry  so  as  to  fix  him  with 
constructive  notice.    HuirrBB  v,  Waivtcbs.    Ccb- 

LIKG  V.  WaLTEBS.      DaBNELL  V.  HxTNTEB      -         75 


PBIVILEaB  OV 


LiqMaiicn  by  Arrangement — Member  of  Mourn  of 

Comnum^—JBankrupicy  Act,  1869,  s,  122.]    The 

direction  in  section  122  of  the  Bankruptcy  AcL 

1869,  that  if  within  the  tune  therein  mentioned 

the  order  of  adjudication  against  a   bankrupt 

member  of  the  House  Commons  is  not  annulled 

and  his  debts  are  not  fully  paid  or  satisfied,  the 

€k>urt  shaU  certify  the  same  to  the  Speaker  of  the 

House  of  Commona,  is  not,  by  sect.  125,  sab-seot. 

7,  made  applicable  in  the  case  of  a  member  who 

has  not  become  bankrupt  but  whose  afhiis  are  in 

liquidation  under  Part  6  of  the  Act.    Ez  parte 

PooLET.    iitrsBussELL       .         -         -     619 

FBODUCnOK  OF  DOCUVESTS— Winding-up-^ 
Practice— Affidavit —  Official  Liquidator.li  The 
official  liquidator  of  a  company  is  in  the  position  of  a 
receiver  or  manager  ofpartnership  assets  appointed 
by  the  Court.  'Where  he  represents  the  company  in 
a  suit  against  strangers,  or  in  a  proceeding  in  the 
winding-up  against  an  alleged  contributory,  the 
adverse  party  has  a  right  to  the  same  discovery 
from  him  as  from  an  ordinary  litigant.  But 
where  the  question  is  whether  a  past  shareholder 
is  to  be  placed  on  list  B,  and,  if  so,  what  is  the 
extent  of  his  liability,  that  being  a  question  which 
does  not  concern  the  company,  the  official  liqui« 
dator  is  only  bound  to  afibrd  equal  &oiliiies  to  the 
shareholder  and  the  creditors,  but  not  to  make 
discovery  at  the 'instance  of  either  party. — ^The 

decudon  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  reversed 

Observations  on  Jn  re  Earned' a  Banking  Companm^ 
Ex  parU  Contract  Corporation  (Law  Bep.  2  Ot. 


^ 


[CiiVct.\ 


INDEX. 

5m  PBoor  Km  JoiMT  iin,  S«mu.  C 


TOiiucTio*  or  Mcnmra-^,,^. 

S         "  Coimum  Coi»o„™,.    oooml 
a"„"         ~         -         -         -SOT 

St  S  ?•■  '"^  "«'i"5  wBh  tU,  PM„u" 
i.™  W  »' ■  ("""Jilp  «m  rf  ihich  l.  ,„  . 
VrSj^i'""^'"'"  >■■«"-  rfJfS 

mea  his  biU  lo  eBtabluJi  Eia  title  by  descent  to 

il?,^  .1.  .  ,  4-  *■■  ""^^  seised  in  fee.  The  bill  I  T  ".TT  '"."'"'  "J  »be  eompinv  le  the  liuit' 
JlMoent  fnm  her  joatemal  ™Qdinother.  S.  F  ■  \  .^'T'  ^^^  bank  afterwards  bionghlMK 
ftatlhe  laat  pnrcJu^r  ^f  &eae  eetatee  wm  i^    fP"2"  ""''  °^  ""*  inakers  of  the  uX  who  i 

±S^'™f  ""•*^andal,o„rj.F.„  J;;,  S'^;--ff!,(idIming  the  deeWen  .1  i, 
~Jr»i,..d  ttjt  ^.f.  h«l  died  IntMftefln"  IJ,f;?'„5?"'»Bl™!»»  «*  ™  in  put« 

Pilieiii? \^  !°'^'^'"  P^'^^^i  "  denial  of  ttie  I  ?„ '  ?/         "^  ^"^  "  '^^^  <^  «he  dlTidend.  1 
in  iSS       "'"■'  ■»  b"  m  an  the  relief,  and  to      Ef  ?    "^!  PreprUon  to  the  .hoU  dmd.. 
„.S".  J«»"»J  •?eepl  to  .o  n.ooh  of  the  bill  „    J,,t    li"j'  V"  bon  to  the  „e,  pan. 
fW(S  Ve..  !«3)  th.1  in  ,i„,ila,    ^  "  ■' 

th^^tT'^r^  ?'i","'«  ^iamtia-fl  heirehip.    After  I  :„£,/     **  "^  P^  by  the  anretv  _, 

oM»,S°';f  'S'?ii  ■W'io'  f"  pi>inetion    r.!!'..'"'"?'™  "  «« JeniTlo  ta  ».41 
^r?J^3  ""^  Defendants  by  their  affidavit  ,  ^  '"P?''g«d,  does  not  apply  to  c 
admitted  the  n.iu.>.»: ( .i-'  .  .^^  .     *  I  On.    Omv  «  Bk.^ "^  ^ 


Winding^ip--Snrety-PremiMorTnot* 
«e  Pboop  et  Schbtt 

or  a  jonjany.  by  way  of  eecnrit,  for  „,  IJ, 
whieh  might  be  due  from  the  eomi«nj  to  al« 
gave  the  manager  of  a  braneh  ol'li.  l«il 
promisMry  note  for  £2000.  and  the  vamn 
doari  the  not.  lo  the  baaV  Th.^o.Z 
t™  £«?,'■  I''\'«J>P™oiintheTSi! 
tor  ±3659  as  dne  by  the  eompiny  to  the  liuit 
s  dMlarod  eoliUed  to  a  dividend  of  £105 

'Snm.       Theb.ink.r. J     1 


an  the  discovery  eicept  to  so  much  of  the  i,ili  JI    '  "  ""^  Psid  O] 
KnghtdmverJ.hetSr  uJpSiJ™  liS^    &  "»  '•"k-' 

;^;ded  tom  J.  *■.-,  grcaHtiSrSh™  S  i  ^1°  ^*  '-  —■  »  .".uar  «,  .  . 
tbii^lte?^  ?i°i""  rb^lM's  heirship.  Alter  I  SS  t'  ""^  P«  'y  the  surety  1^  m  oi, 
of  d^itS°';f  '^f'  ■W'i«'  f"  pSsinetion  ^^.SSSf"?™  "'  dividend,  to  be  »™id 
^r?J^3  ""^  Defendants  by  their  affidavit  ,  ^  '"P?''g«d,  does  not  apply  to  auw  m  wm 
admitt«l  the  possession  of  a  pedigree,  whSthev"''    <>■"•■  8«mu,   '"_  .         . 


vr\  <i.-t  V"""""*  '""  "ecuiion  01  ziaean, 
as'ra,  S3'  ■  llr'?"  ™  ""'  '°  b«  lookrf  upon 
v^tuJn],  doenmenl  of  which  the  PlainUlT 
was  entitled  to  s«i  the  vrhole,  and  that  the  parts 

oocnments  onthegroundthat  persons  not  partiM 
?«  ■  ™!  "•"  inlresKd  In  them -S 
was   no  groimd  for  nMisti""  n— J,— « m- 


n  *v  _1^  ,  "  produce  other  documents 
n  tto  ground  that  th,,  did  not  rolat.  to  an, 
ura  o,  matter  to  be  tried  at  the  headn^  but 
pE,«»  "  u'v  "  "■"  Prodnetion  of  whlcl^  the 
PWMJ  would  he  enatlsd  by  my  „r  .ouse,.,;: 
Si;?^,  S  """""ded  on  the  til  el  anfef  the 
W  tl'a  jJi  -  '"  eny  ether  event  -.-Had  (ivivere- 
Jll  Ihe  decision  cf  Poson,  V.O.),  that  Ihei  dcu- 
menlsworeprotcoted.  KnTL™ii,,.Bsj„„wift 
-  Disoovei?  injoriooa  to  defendant    SO,  94, 


indemnilied  liom  and  agafust  all  claims 
demands  which  might  be'iad,  againsThi, 
d.™i  '  I^t  I'r"  "d  .g.im«  .11  o«l. 
damages  which  IP.  nilgbt  sustain  in  conaioi 
aliS"'  ""'  "'eSillsi  and  furthsTai 
tS^'P  IT  "■"  'Snimit  W.  In  ™ 
the  bni,  Jt  1  Co.  would  ive  harmless  suf 
■udemnM  W.  frmn  an  ooets  aid  ZSi 
-«en  of  such  prooe«iings.  and  thalltT 
ordertd  m  such  proeeedlngs  to  give  securit 
bnngmonm.  Into  Court,  £i  cfiiST- 
Sd  l^S  ''J"  PT'de  ^-  -I'b  th.  meaJ, 
paid  Into  Court,  as  the  case  miKht  be.  An  i 
olaimani  brought  an  action  SLSt  wt 

hZJiS"''  "°,."i^-  *  ""■  eiecnted  a  i 
S  ffiS  P;  "i"*  ""  regi.ler<»i  nndsi 
SSS^-lf  ""■  "d  mV  whicrS 
"°"  "S    -^"..'t"  ."Id   have  Pi 


"Kvervmjnriooa  to  defendant    »,  8«,  n.    ™dilors  might  pmi  who   coSd' t>™  , 
&e  Bisoovnv  nJoaionsTO  Dimnsirr.  !  f'"  •«  adjudication  of  bankru-toy  of  thl 

™a™«yW,.,..  and  several  proof  in  I  "|»,Cp  V?J^S,'  St  V^  ! 

bftokntptoy  -  -  .         "      i^j  !  "editor  who  oould  haro  proved  ^  b^ 

&»  Paoor  it>i  Jo«T  Ain.  S^ymu.  Con-  i  Ihe  ™I'lf  ^i'^J™''.'''^  '*'*•  '861.  >.  15S,  for 

TRACT.  :  J^f  OTntraot  did  not  eonlnin  nnv  wai-n.n«  , 

™"-|."p'2X-r^^'  ■'■•"«"  "  I  Sg-ssViiSite  a'tSTt" : 

OS.  Pnooi  ,0,  CoKTiKEirp  LuBiim,        eip..«  i„  respect  of  tU^.^i^  ^'s'°, 


Vol.  vnj 


INDEX. 


^P»00r  JOB  OOHTIHOMT  UABIIJTY-cone. 
^^^  defended  the  action  up  to  the  date  of  the 
^^aed  of  inspectorship,  the  oontnct  had  not  up  to 
^xkat  time  been  broken. — HM,  also,  that  the  con- 
*y^*ct  was  not  a  oontract  to  pay  money  upon  a  con- 
^xigency,  so  as  to  give  a  right  of  proof  under  the 
-**^nkruptcy  Act,  1849,  b.  178.  Ex  parte  WiSB- 
^■^N.    Jn  rfl  Kelson,  TmTTON,  &  Co.        -       86 

^^^ooF  FOB  jonrr  and  several  oontract 

'^J^<^nkruptcy — Double    Proof— Bankruptcy   Act^ 

^^^,  8.  37.1    A  joint  and  several  promissory  note 

'•'^^  signed  oj  two  members  of  a  firm,  by  the  firm, 

^^^d  by  several  other  persons.    The  firm  having 

~       >iQe  bankrupt,  the  nolder  of  the  note  carried  in 

>fB  a^fainst  the  joint  estate  of  the  firm,  and 

kinst  the  separate  estates  of  the  two  partners 

^o  had  signed  the  note: — Held  (affirming  the 

vision  of  the  Registrar),  that  the  holder  was 

'^^^^^tltled  to  prove  against  and  receive  dividends 

^^^'^m   both    the  joint  estate  of  the  firm  and  the 

^^^^parate  estates  of  the  two  partners  who  had  signed 

^^r^^TKSte.     £k  jfNirto  HoNST.    In  re  Jkfpeby    178 

^^XTBLIC  HOTTSE — Sale  of — ^Transfer  of  licence 

See  Salv  of  Pcblic-housb.  [12 

IPUBLIdJintlS — Trade-mark         -  -     611 

8ee  Tbape-m ABK.    2. 

^WBtCEASE  VOR  VALITE  WrTHOTTT  NOTICE— 
^rutiee—'^qual  Eqtutiee — Legal  Etlate — Notice — 
-^reat^  of  Trutt.^    The  defence  of  purchase  for 
^«]ne  without  notice  may  be  sastained,  although 
A^e  Defendant,  in  order  to  make  out  his  title  to  the 
'^^gal  estate,  must  rely  on  an  instrument  which 
^^iscloses  the  title  of  the  Plaintiff,  the  Defendant 
lot  having  had  notice  of  such  instrument  at  the 
le  of  his  purchase. — The  trustees  of  a  settle- 
nt  advanced  the  trust  money  on  the  security  of 
il  proi>erty  which  was  conveyed  to  them  by  the 
>rtgagor,  the  mortgage  deed  noticing  the  trust. 
__  ^e  surviving  trustee  of  the  settlement  afterwards 
■reconveyed  part  of  the  property  to  the  mortgagor 
C3n  payment  of  part  of  the  mortgage  money,  which 
lie  appropriated.     The  mortgagor  then  conveyed 
that  part  of  the  property  to  new  mortgagees,  con- 
cealing, with  the  connivance  of  the  trustee,  both 
the  pnor  mortgage  and  the  reconveyance.    When 
the  fraud  was  discovered,  the  cettuie  qike  inui 
under  the  settlement  filed  a  bill  against  the  new 
znortgagees  claiming  priority: — Heild,   that  the 
Oourt  would  not  interfere  to  take  away  the  legal 
estate  which  passed  to  the  new  mortgagees  under 
the^  reconveyance. — The  trustees  of  a  settlement 
advanced  the  trust  money  on  the  security  of  real 
property  which  was  conveyed  to  them  by  the 
mortgagor,  the  mortgage  deed  noticing  the  trust 
The  surviving   trustee  afterwards  induced  the 
anortgagor  to  execute  a  deed  by  which  the  mort- 
,^aged  property  purported  to  be  conveyed  to  the 
^"i^rustee  as  on  a  purchase  by  him,  though  no  money 
^^^n  fact  passed.    The  trustee  then,  concealing  the 
>rior  mortgage,  and  shewing  title  under  the  pre- 
tended purchase  deed,  conveyed  the  property  to  a 
lortgagee  without  notice  . — Held,  that  the  Court 
roold  not  interfere  to  take  away  the  legal  estate 
'rem  the  mortgagee. — Decree  of  the  Master  of  the 
^I^BoUs  reversed.— Career  v.  Carter  (3  K.  &  J.  617) 
^c^iaapproved  of.    Pilcbsr  v.  Rawlins         -     869 
OT  EAILWAY— Evidence  that  land  is 
required        -  -  -  -     864 

See  Duration  or  Aorbehent. 
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RAILWAY  OOMPAHY-CJompulsoiy  powers 

i»60  Ck>uprL80BTPow£Bs.  1,2.   [164,475 
Dur^ion  of  agreement  to  take  land  -     864r 
See  Dubatiok  of  Aobebment. 

Express  trains— Control  of  company  -     409* 

i^ee  Express  Trains.  ' 

Notice  to  Board  of  Trade  of  opening  railway 

i>ee  Notice  op  opening  Railway.     [767" 

Superfluous  lands  -  -  .     174 

See  SuPEBFLuous  Lands. 

UATES—Town  improvement— Corporation  bonds. 
See  OoapoRATioN  Bonds.  [655 

UATiriCAnOH— Katiflcation  of  contract-Infant 
— Transfer  of  shares  -  -     116' 

See  Infant  Transferee. 

BEAL  ESTATE — Charge  of  legacies  on  -  489^ 
See  ExoxEBATioN  of  Personalty. 

KBCEIVEB^-Corporation  bonds— Town  improve- 
ment conuuiasioners  -  .  666. 
See  Corporation  Bonds. 

BECITAL— lyiarried  woman— Estoppel  -  77a, 
See  Soucitob's  Lien. 

BEFSE8HMEHT  BOOMS— Bailway  station  409^ 
See  Express  Trains. 

EEGIBTEBr— Rectification  of— Scripholder  -     184 

See  SCRIPHOLDEB. 

BEGIBTBATIOV  —  Extraordinary  resolution  of 
creditors  ....  526* 
See  Extraordinary  Bbsolution  of  Cbb- 

DirOBS. 

Mortgage— Companies  Act,  1862,  s.  43    88^ 

iSea  Unregistered  Mortoaob. 

BEX0TEHEB8— Limitation  of  the  gift  tail  -  276- 
See  **  Issue  "  read  •*  Children." 

BEHT-GEABOE- Legacy  duty        -  -     lOT 

See  Legacy  Doty. 

BESEBVATIOK  OF  KLSZBLALB-^  China  Clay-^ 
Reservation — Lights  of  Mine  Oumer — Enfranchiae- 
ment  —  Misdescription  —  Injunction  —  **  Threaten 
and  Intend:*]    In  1799  the  Duke  of  ComuraU,  as 
I  lord  of  a  manor,  granted  the  freehold  in  a  copy. 
I  hold  tenement  to  the  copyholder,  reserving  **  alH 
mines  and  minerals  within  and  under  the  pre- 
mises, with  full  and  free  liberty  of  ingress,  egress^, 
and  regress,  to  dig  and  search  for,  and  to  take, 
use,  and  work  the  said    excepted   mines    and 
minerals,"  the  deed  not  containing  any  provision 
for  compensation.    Under  the  tenement  was  ai^ 
bed  of  china  clay,  the  existence  of  which  did  not 
appear  to  have  been  contemplated  by  either  party 
at  the  time,  no  china  clay  having  ever  been  gotten 
out  of  the  lands  of  the  duchy,  though  the  exis- 
tence of  tin  was  well  known.    It  was  admitted  in 
the  cause  that  china  clay  could  not  be  gotten^ 
without  totally  destroying  the  surface,  and  tho 
process  of  getting  tin  by  **  streaming,"  which  was 
an  ancient,  and  at  the  time  of  the  grant  the  most 
usual,  mode  of  getting  tin,  was  almost  equally 
destructive.    A  bill  by  the  owner  of  the  surface  to- 
restrain  the  owner  of  the  minerals  from  getting 
china  clay  having  been  dismissod  by  Wtekens, 
V.C.,  on  the  ground  that  the  reservation  included, 
china  clay  with  the  power  to  get  it  :—Held,  on 
appeal,  that  the  china  clay  was  included  in  ther 
reservations,  but  that  the  surface-owner  was  en- 
titled to  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  owner  of; 


XnSBTATIOn  or  KmSAU— eanfinuwl. 


lutdomner  sbUb  the  HoHaoe,  reaemng  to  Limself 
tfae  minenlB  with  power  to  ^t  then,  he  mnat,  if 
he  intends  to  hare  power  to  gel  them  in  a  way 
which  will  deatrof  the  mrlkoe,  Lnune  the  reaeut- 
tiron  in  such  b  wa;  as  to  shew  cle&rl;  tbat  he  is 
intended  to  have  that  power.  The  deed  granted 
the  propertj  by  the  description  of  "All  that  copy- 
hold tenement  called  Gr^,n)nBisting  of  &  hoQBe 
with  divers  parcels  of  land,  containing  103  aoret 
(that  is  to  say)"  then  followed  paioels,  oonclading 
with  "a  pan^  of  land  running  with  O.  Moor, 
<xiTitaiiiing  twanty-seven  acrea,  which  said  tene- 
ment, called  GrfM,  is  now  held  for  the  life  of  G. 
H.  by  copy  of  6)urt  roll  :''—Beld,  tUat  oti  the 
construction  of  this  grant,  a  piece  of  uuincloBCiI 
land,  containing  twenty-seren  acres,  and  farming 
part  of  the  wairte  of  the  manor,  and  prcved  never 
to  hare  been  a  part  of  the  copyhold  tenement,  did 
not  pass,  aliliough  there  waa  nothing  else  to  an- 
swer the  twenty-seven  aciei  mentioned  in  the 
deed,  and  the  103  acres  could  not  be  made  np  , 
without  it — The  Defendants  O.  and  J.,  who  i 
were  entitled  to  the  minerals  under  Grey»,  liod  . 
granted  a  lease  to  their  co-Defondants  of  the  china  ' 
Olay  und^r  viuious  lands,  inclndiDg  groat  part  of  i 
Oreya.  The  lessees  liad  entered  Greyi  fnr  the  | 
purpose  of  getting  chins  cisy,  but  had  not  got 
any,  and  long  before  tbe  bill  was  filed  bad  ceased 
to  ODCopy  any  part  of  that  estate,  and  were  getting 
claj  only  from  the  twenty-seven  eores  of  which 
the  ^laiatiSi  claimed  to  be  owners,  bat  to  which 
ihey  were  deeicted  not  to  be  entitled.  The  De- 
fendants by  their  answeis  stated  tbat  they  bad  no 
intention  of  getting  clay  at  present  out  of  Greyi, 
but  tbey  insisted  that  tliey  were  entitled  lo  do  1,0  ; 
— Hdd,  that  the  Defendants  "  threatoned  "  to  gat 
the  clay  so  as  to  give  the  Court  jurisdiction  to  in- 
terfere by  injunction.  Uixtv.  Gill.  '  699 
KMBUMCB    ABBOAD— Appointment   of    new 

trustee  -  -  -  -     S33 

Bee  Tbustee  Acts. 
XUPOHIEns  TO  APFK&L-Cortl  of      -     IM 

8m  Traj>b-iixbs.     1. 
XSTTKAIBT  OX  ARTICIFATIOV— Impeachment 


BX.  [ClB.T(i.m 

BZBDLTilO  TETT8T— ooNtJnwi. 

until  he  could  make  arrangemeuta  tot  psiii;  \it 
pnrchase-money,  and  if  no  such  ■RUgomenli 
could  be  made.tiiat  he  ahould  reconTe;lttM>lK 
The  Defendant  claimed  to  hold  the  eslrte  dii- 
charged  of  any  trust,  and  cUimed  the  benil  of 
the  SlaMe  0/  Frauds :— Held,  Bitt,  tint  Ihtre 
was  no  tufBcient  averment  that  the  trainaFtKii 
was  an  illegal  one  ;  lecoadly,  that  the  Skbil'  1^ 
FTavd4  oould  not  be  pleaded  in  innra  to  tlif 
Plaintiffs  claim  ;  and  that  as  the  Hvideace  did  oci 
establish  the  existence  of  any  sach  epttaai  u 
WBsaUeged  bythe  Defendant,  the  DeftsdantELUt 
reconvey  theestete  to  the  Plaintilt— Decree  <^iii« 
UarteroftheBoUiaanBed.  Hiisa  e.  E>n  M 
BEVIVOR  Ain>  BUPPUmHT— Appointment  0 
repreiaitative  of  deceased  party  -  <* 
See  ArronmBon  or  " 


See  lufEACBXEST  or  Waste. 
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muLTIHQ  TBirST  —  Pi>(unt(iry  Convryance — 
S»$\^ing  Inut—Slaluie  of  Fraude—IUegalitt— 
Pteading,^  A  Defendant  who  wishes  to  rely  ou  the 
illegality  of  a  transaction  as  a  defence  must  plead 
it  in  dialinct  terms.— The  StaliUe  0/  Fraud*  oan- 
not  be  uaed  by  a  Defendant  to  cover  a  fraudulent 
act.— The  Plaintiff  Conveyed  an  esUte  to  the  De- 
fendant by  a  deed,  in  which  the  conveyance  was 
expressed  to  be  absolute  in  consideration  of  a  smn 
ofmoney  paid  by  the  Defendant;  bat  uo  purcliase- 
money  aotnally  passed,  and  the  PlaintiiT  alleged 
that  be  conveyed  the  estate  to  the  Defi^ndant  as  a 
tnutee  for  bim.  The  Defendant,  in  liis  answer, 
admitted  that  he  gave  no  coruideration  for  the 
«rtate,  but  slated  that  the  Plaintiff  made  tlie  oon- 
Teyanoe  ftaring  ttiat  an  adverae  decision  would  be 
made  against  bim  in  a  suit  ttien  pending  in  Cbau- 
«ery ;  aiid  that  it  was  understood  that  the  Defen- 
dant rhould  account  to  tbe  Plaintiff  for  Ihe  rents 


BETOCAHOK— Acoeptance  of  Sb*ra       -    U 

See  AOCKPTANCS  OF  BHAUS. 

Power   of— Insertion    in  vulmilary  JtW 

;Su  VoLETKTaKT  SxTTLnntn.  I 
KUKOre  TBI  MASKKI— Boirowiag  pann 
Notice         -  -        -       -   l 

See  JJvAJJTHomtKD  djuuvg  i>  Buib 
EIGHT  OTOOlIMOM—PUadiM-Pattia-llii 
/arioMmsu.]  The  Flaintilb  filed  their  bill 
behalf  of  thenuBlvea,  and  all  other  the  owMn  ■ 
occupiers  of  lands  within  the  Fond  of  & 
other  than  tbe  waste  lands  of  the  fomt,  uc 
snch  of  tbem  as  were  DafeDdanta,  or  allc^  1^ 
represented  W  the  Defendants,  againit  Uu  >< 
of  the  severu  manors  irithin  the  forest  sml 
persons  who  claimed  to  be  owners  and  ooco) 
of  portions  of  the  waste  Wds  which  hsd  beei 
olcaed,  and  the  Attomey-Oflneral.  He  Pl>i° 
'  alleged  that  they  wer«  owners  and,  u  lo  ] 
'  ooonpiers,  of  a  farm  within  tbe  fonat ;  tiist 
i  whole  of  the  forest  was  subject  to  rights  imc 
!  by  tbe  Crown  on  gmntiDK  the  manors,  ana 
the  Crown  had  iCMived  an  absolute  right  d 
position  over  the  herbage;  that  the  In* 
manors  within  the  forest  ooold  not  iaclOB 
Ihe  consent  of  their  respective  homages  wil 
license  from  the  Crown ;  that  the  govsnuat 
tbe  forest  was  fonoerly  administeted  bj  I 
Gourto,  whose  jurisdiction  embraced  all  mi 
touching  tbe  preservation  of  the  rights  0 
Crown  in  the  forest ;  tbat  by  virtue  of  u 
forest  laws  made  by  tbe  Crown,  the  own 
landn  and  tenemants  within  the  foreet  bad  a. 
rights  of  oommon  of  paattue  ovez  tbe  was 
j  tbe  forest;  tbat  snob  rivbts  had  bo<n  tim 
memorial  been  enjoyed  07  the  ownen  and 
!  piers  of  such  lands  and  tenements,  without : 
'  to  the  bonndaries  of  the  manors  or  |»ris] 
which  the  lands  and  tenements  were  sitnati 
that  the  Plaintiff*  and  tlieir  predaceaaor*  in 
,  and  their  tenants,  and  the  other  owner 
'  occupiers  of  lands  and  tenements  withi 
forest,  had  from  time  inun«ncnial  enjoyed 
right  by  virtue  of  the  said  foraat  laws,  at : 
dant  or  appurtenant  to  their  reaprctive  Ian 
tenement^  common  of  pa«ture,  for  cattle, 
and  oouchant,  on  tbeir  reapective  tenemmt 
the  waste  lands  of  the  foteat.  Tbe  bill 
for  a  declsration  of  the  tight  claimed,  and 


VduVn.] 
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?TOHT  OF  OOMKON-conhnMeA 
^Jjunotion  TeBtraming  the  Defendants  from  in- 
^o«ng  any  of  the  waste  lands,  and  from  aUowing 
~^y  parts  which  had  been  alieady  inclosed  to  re- 
™^*5  so  z-Seid  (affinning  the  decision  of  the 
™^Btw  of  the  Bolls),  that  the  right  aUeged  was 

S^f-7^^  ?"8^*  ^'^^  ^y  law,  and  was  siificienUy 

^g^»aed;  that  the  bill  was  not  objectionable  as 

SSS?!?^  ^half  of  occnpiezs  as  well  as  owners ; 

r*^  the  persons  who  daizned  to  be  owners  of  the 

"r*f*  alleged  to  have  been  improperly  inclosed 

•^-»»  aufflciently  represented ;  and  that  as  the  bill 

J^^^  ^^  to  establish  one  general  right,  the  De- 

j«^^^iaant8  could   not  sncoessfnlly  demur  on  the 

^y^ofond  that  they  might  have  separate  defences. 

€yc::^:^^/^^oBsioKKBa  of  Sewxbs  of  thb  Omr  of  London 

^^        ^jttAasB  -----     466 


CAflE— JBrfote  of  lhutee.l 

M  was  conveyed  to  a  trustee,  his  heirs  ana 
^^^  signs,  to  certain  uses ;  and  after  the  determina- 
^^j^^ix  of  those  uses,  to  the  use  of  the  trustee,  his 
\^j^^  wid  aaaiens,  upon  trust  to  leoeive  the  rents 
•0.2^0.  pTofits  and  pay  them  to  ^,  a  married  woman, 
^KarX  ^et  separate  use,  and  after  the  determination 
o^  that  estate  to  stand  seised  of  the  said  land,  to 
^iioh  uses  and  upon  such  trusts  as  A.  should  by 
^^^^  appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment,  to  the 
5^*9  of'^the  heirs  and  assigns  of  A.  :—ffeld  (revers- 
^2»  the  decision  of  the  Blaster  of  the  Rolls),  that 
C*|^oi]gh  the  construction  might  be  otherwise  on  a 
^yjl)  the  trustee  took  the  legal  estate  in  fee.  and 
^^l^^t  A,  took  an  equitable  estate  for  life,  with  an 
'"'^  r  oitable  remainder  to  her  heirs  and  assigns,  which 
^o  estates  uziited  according  to  the  rule  in  Shel- 
ls Case  (1  Bep.  93).  and  gare  her  the  equitable 
in  fee.     Coofbb  v.  Ktnook    -         -     398 


tnomiaaion  in  army — Mortgage  of  pro- 
ceeds -  -  -  -  -  lee 
£1^  MoBiGAOB  OF  OomasszoN. 

Public-house      -  -         -         -        IS 

See  &AIM  OF  PUBLIO-HOUSI. 

I  OT  PUBLIO-HOTOB — Specific  Performance 

— Tranefer  of  Licenee — 9  Geo,  4,  e,  61.  m.  11,  14 — 
Time  of  ike  Eeaenee  of  ike  Contraet-^Licenee  in 
ihe  name  of  a  Dead  ManJ]  Upon  the  sale  of  a 
poblio-house  as  a  going  concern  time  is  of  the 
eoaenoe  of  the  contract  ^  Where,  therefore,  upon 
tbe  day  for  the  completion  of  the  contract  the 
Vendors  were  not  in  a  position  to  transfer  the 
\cence  under  the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  61.  s.  11.  the  pur- 
ihaserwas  held  entitled  to  repudiate  the  contract. 
*The  executors  of  the  late  owner  of  a  public-house 
)wed  the  licence  in  the  name  of  the  deceased 
er : — HeUd,  that  the  licence  was  absolutely  void, 
_  that  the  executors  could  not  make  a  good  title 
the  pubUo-honsc-^Decree  of  the  Master  of  the 
>lls  reversed. — Daf  ▼.  Luhke  (Law  Bep.  5  Eq. 
;6)  followed.    Cowi^eb  v,  Qaim     -  -       12 

TKOLDXR  —  Chmpany  —  Shareholder — Be- 

_ ,  Jng  Name  from  Begirter.1    The  Plaintiff  ap- 

^ed  for  scrip  in  a  company,  the  prospectus  of 

Zhioh  stated  that  on  registration  of  the  scrip,  of 

liioh  due  notice  would  be  given,  the  £50  scrip 

'^^fftificates  would  be  divided  into  shares  of  £10 

oh.    One  hundred  scrip  certificates  were  allotted 

the  Plaintiff  and  he  paid  the  deposit  thereon. 

he  company  afterwards  brought  an  action  against 

for  money  due  on  calls  in  respect  of  500 


889 
8CBIP«)LDm-^oonfinfied. 

or  the  KoUs),  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitl^T^ 

SBOOHS  MAMIAGB-,^  Unmarried "        -         7 
bee  FuTCKB  Husband. 

SHCUEEDCBmrroB-Proof  in  bankruptcy   760 
See  Obbbitor  holdwo  Sbcdbitt. 

fflBCDMnr  POB  COVtB^Praetiee-Crose   Suit- 

The  J.  society  filed  a  bilfagainst  2e  Jf.^mpany 
to  foredose  a  mortgage  comprising  nearly  the 

^^""^^  *^  ^^^^  o^  **^  ^'  oompiiy.    At  this 
time  the  M.  company  was  in  process  of  beine 
wound  up  under  the  supervision  of  the  CJourt 
By  leave  of  the  Court  in  the  winding-up,  a  bill 
was  filed  m  the  name  of  the  Af.  company  against 
the  /.society,  prayii^  that  it  might  be  declared 
that  the  mortga^  deed  was  not  bmding  on  the 
M,  Mxnpany,  or  its  bondholders  or  shaieliolders : 
but  that,  if  the  Court  held  it  to  be  a  good  secu- 
rity, certain  renewed  biUs  might  be  excluded 
from  its  operation,  and  that  it  might  be  declared 
a  security  only  for  bills  of  exchange  accepted  by 
the  /.society;  and  that,  in  estimating  the  debt 
covered  by  it,  no  bills  accepted  by  persons  or 
firms  other  than  the  /.  society  might  be  included : 
and  that  an  account  might  be  taken  on  this  foot- 
ing of  what  was  due ;  and  that  the  M,  company 
might  be  aUowed  to  redeem  on  payment  of  what 
should  be  so  found  due:— JETald,  by  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls,  that  whether  this  was  a  purely  cross 
biU  or  not,  the  Plainti£b  in  it  must  give  security 
for  costo;  and,  aembU,  it  was  not  a  purely  croi 
bill:— fleU,  on  appeal,  that  the  bill  was  not  a 
^re  cross  bill ;  that  the  case  was  governed  by 
»^M*o«  Mining  Company  v.  Ferguson  (Law  Bep. 
2  Eq.  371) ;  and  that  security  for  costs  must  be 

fiven. — SenMcy  that  even  had  it  been  a  pure  cross 
ill,  security  for  costs  must  have  been  given,  as  it 
was  filed  in  the  name  of  a  company  which  was 
being  wound  up.  City  of  Moscow  Gas  CoMPAirr 
v»  Intebnational  Finakgial  Societt 


Solicitor  —  Company  —  Unregistered  mort- 
gage -----  289 
See  Unbiboistebsd  Mobtoagx. 

SEGUBITT  FOB  BSBT—Debtor  summons— Bank- 
ruptcy -  -  -  .  819 
See  Dbbtob  Suioiovs. 

8EIZUBS  AHD  SALS— Execution  creditor— Title 
of  trustee  in  banlmiptcy  -  814,  SUis 
See  Ezxccnov  CfiXDrroB.    1, 2. 

SSFABATE  ESTATE— Contract  by  wife  respecting 
power  of  wife  over  -  -  -       8? 

See    AcKHowLKDcamrr     bt    Mabbied 
Woman. 


BZPABATZ  XBUTB— eonltnuAl.  I 

Impeaohmeiit  of  watte — Beetraiot  on  ontioi-  I 

ution  -  -  -  -     433 

See  iHPIACHMKNT  OF  WABTI.  | 

BZFASATIOX  DEKD— Contract  coDceming  irife's 
property        -  -  -  -       64 

efed     ACKBOVLBDaUXNT      BY      HABBIBD 
WOMAH. 

BSmKQ  ABIDI  DEED— JurUdictiOD  of  baok- 
ruplcy  -  -  -  -     *« 

Sm  Bamkbdftot  JoBiamonoH.    2. 

Dndne  mMsute — Bresoh  of  tnwt       -     IH 

Sm  UtiDUB  Fbusubb. 


SETILID  ZSTATEB  ACT  (19  <£  20  Viet.  e.  120, 
«.  31— Married  Womatt— Infant— Commt.^  For 
Ihs  pnrpoacfl  of  the  SttUed  Ettata  Aet  a  married 
woman  who  is  under  age  ia  in  tlie  tame  position 
aa  if  she  were  of  full  age,  and  mugt  be  eiamined 
under  «eet.  ST.  It  ia  not  sufficient  for  her  to  con- 
cur in  the  Fstition  aa  an  infant  b;  a  special  guar- 
dian.   Jn  n  Bboadwood's  Sbttled  Estatu  3S3 

BEmXMXST — AdvaDCement^Purclieae  of  com- 
mission .  -  .  -  T37 
See  Failcbc  ov  Pckfosb  or  Gift, 

Legal  repreeentatiTes,  meaning  of       -     376 

See  "LEOth  &efbhbi<tattti8." 

Voluotaty  -         -         -        M4, 820 

See  VOLCNTABT  Settlzkint.     1,  2. 
BHABE8— CancellBtion  of— MiHrepreBcutation  in 
piospectna    .  .  -  _       6S 

See  MHlBEFBEreNTATIOH  IN  PbOBPEOTCB, 

Comiih  mino— Cost-book       -         -     MB 

See  Coer-BOOE  Cohpaht. 
Distinguishing  numbers — Error  in  transfer 

See  Tbahsfib  or  Sharks.    1.  [4Sa 
TraDBTcr  of         -          -      SBS,  896,  a.,  4BS 

See  Teahbtks  or  Shabxs.     1—4. 
SHIP- Mortgage        -  -  _  .     807 

Sm  MOHTQAGE  OP  BhIP. 

son.  or  VIOKVi.'Y'-Right  of  a4Joim»g  Land- 
otener  ad  medium  filam  vue — Street  tn  a  Toien — 
Borough  Engliih  Tenure  —  PretumpUon,']  The 
right  of  the  owner  of  land  abuttiDg  on  a  highway 
to  tbe  soil  of  the  highway  ad  miiaiuni  filum  vim 
ia  fotinded  on  a  presumption  of  law  which  exists 
onl}'  in  the  absence  of  evidence  of  ownership. — 
Whether  sucb  pieeumption  has  any  application 
to  a  street  in  a  town,  qumre: — Held,  in  a  suit 
between  the  lords  of  the  manor  and  tne  corpot^- 
tion  of  Leedi,  that  the  soil  of  the  Briggale,  an 
ancient  street  in  the  borough  of  Xeedi.  belonged 
to  the  lords  of  tbe  manor,  there  being  sofflcient 
OTidenoe  to  rebut  the  presumption  of  owuenhip 
in  tlie  owners  of  the  adjoining  housea. — Decision 
of  the  Master  of  the  Kolls  reversed.    Bioutt  v. 

ConPO!tA170N  OF  T,«PIW  ...       421 

BOUOITOE— Committal  ander  Debtors  Act  SS3 
See  Committal  hhdkb  Dutou  Act. 

■ Fraud— EzeautioQ  of  deed       -  -       76 

See  PRioam  fbom  NiULiaEMCi. 

■ Fraud— EzecQtion  of  deed      -  79,  n. 

See  Died  obtaixbd  by  Fraud. 


MOETCAOE. 

Uncertiflcated— Costs  pa jsblc  lo     -   Td 

See  Taxatios  or  Costs,    3. 
Lien  on  property  recovered     -       -    J" 

See  Soucttob's  Liek. 
Lien — Appeal — Trivisl  amuDiil       -    ^ 

See  Appeal  fob  Buall  Amocst. 
BOLItarOE'S  UXH— Charge  on  Propirlyrm^ 
-23  i  21  Viet.  e.  127,  t-  2S— tifloi  l^nrt-Si" 
no  longrr  pendina—Itaaial  ia  Dad  by  Utrtit 
Womaa—Eitoppd.]  A  aoheitor  is  eDtilkd  lo 
charge  for  his  costit  on  property  the  subjwt  if 
succeasf 111  suit  conducted  by  him  sgoinrt  »  m™ 
brancer,  although  the  incumbrance  be  tnW 
Talueless,  prurided  it  fanne-l  a  cload  oiioo  « 
title.— It  is  no  objection  to  bl  applicali"n  tu  m 
a  charge  that  it  is  made  in  a  suit  which  u  : 
longer  pending,  and  which  waa  never  brongat 
a  hearing,  nor  that  the  property  has  been  K 
before  the  application  of  tlia  solicitor— Se»w 
married  woman  is  bound  by  ealopptl  t"  •  "■" 
in  a  deed  duly  executed  andacknowlulgoii 
lier,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  she  vert  >  !• 
sole.— Order  of  tbe  Master  of  tbe  BolU  aiSni 
JoMES  r.  Frost.  In  re  Fidbey  .  - 
BFECIAI  BTIPTJLATIOB- Transtet  of  »hsiwl 

See  Tbahsfrb  or  Sbabes.  1,  2.  [H 
flFXCmC  IKTACT— Share  of  pattnenhip 

Sec  BnjDRtfr  or  Buabe  of  F*Br«i 
Pbopebty. 
SFECmO  FERTOBlUJrOZ— Doubtful  title 

iSse  FOTDKB  Hesbahd. 
Bail  way  oompanj — Compulaorj  aile  - 

See  COMPDMOBT  PoKEia.     1- 
Tims  of  the  eeaence  of  contract 

See  Salc  of  Pfblic-uocbe. 
BFZdnOATIOE  Of  VATEKT  —  AntKifaS\ 
ConAinaiitm—Utiat  Machine.')  Wher«siiu 
for  which  a  patent  had  been  granted  wsssbf 
prodnce  work  more  expeditioukly,  mote  em 
oally,  and  of  a  better  quality  tlian  any  pi" 
machine  .—Held  (reveramg  tbe  decision  of  J 
V.C.).  that  the  patent  could  not  be  inndida 
the  ground  that  the  maohine  w««  fonutd  1 
mere  aironsement  of  common  elementary  mt 
col  materials,  prodneing  reaulta  of  the  »me 
08  thoM  preTiontly  acoomplislied  by  other  i 
nical  armngemenla  and  coostructiou.  Tlie 
exhibition  of  a  machine  in  which  there  »re< 
owing  to  which  it  proree  an  entire  faiiur 
not  affect  the  Taliditj  of  »  eabaequent  t*l 
n  machine,  in  which,  though  similar  iu  • 
its  details  to  the  former,  the  defects  are  n: 
80  OS  to  produce  a  aerrioeablo  machine.  ' 
V.  Bollock  (12  W.  B.  723)  considered.  1 
0.  Clatton      -         -  -  - 

nAnnre  bt  ams  ailowiho  bohi 

Contract  with  railway  company  nc 
seal    -  -  -  - 

<Sm  CoKTBAOr  BT  COKPOKATION. 

STATJUUKT  TO  duckzdit  wimss 

liet — Emdenee—AdmueibiUtg-  Purchaie  c 
in  Xante  of  a  Tnatee—Suil  Cg  Liquidator  • 


OS-  ^c>^'    VXX] 


INDEX. 


8U 


TO  DISCKEDIT  WITKESS-iJoni. 
o/"  iJonir^i^r^^^j^  j^  Ind«iwi<y.l  A  witness,  who 
xaacle  a-n  a.:^^davit  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff,  had 
previoasljr  xnoade  a  statement,  which  the  solicitor 
1[oT  the  I-^^  JV^ndant  had  taken  down  in  writing,  and 
alleged  to  Kz>«  inconsistent  with  his  affidavit.  The 
solicitor  fil^i5.<i  an  affidavit  on  behalf  of  the  Defen- 
clanty  a-xid  ^Kzidade  this  statement  an  exhibit: — Held, 
'that  tli^   ^^3cliihit  was  not  admissible  in  evidence. 

•  !Max>dick  _  -  -     895 


21 
29 


43 
3 


192 


IS 


23  &; 


-^     1,  c,   16— Ltmita^iana  -      17, 646 

LiBfiTATioNS,  Statute  of.    1, 2. 

-     2,  c.  3 — Frauds         -  -  469 

Resultino  Tbcst. 

-8.4-  -         -         .  406 

j^OBSEMXNT  BY  LETTEBa 

.  3,  c.  lOS— Mortmain  " 

MOBTMAIN. 

.  3,  c.  52,  8.  20— Legacy  Duty 
'^e  XjSOAOY  Duty. 

4,  B8.  11 » 14 — Publiohousei    - 
'etf  Saub  of  Public-house. 

"^ill.  4,   c.  74,  s.  72— jp'tnet  end  .Bcoo- 
«7«rie«  -  -  -  -  64 

/sfee  AOKNOWLEDOIfENT  BY  MaRBIBD  WO- 
MAN. 

"W^ill.  4.  c.  22— Apportionment  -         488 
~V^  Affobtionment  whebb  no  Death. 
"Vict.  c.  55.  8.  4— iJaiJwaya        -         767 
^«€  Notice  or  opEinNG  Railway. 

"Vict.  c.  73,  8.  26— Attorneys     -         766 
.-Si^c  Taxation  of  Goers.    3. 
-_  o.  20.  88.  13,  l^—BailtBay  Clauses    475 

COMPULSOBY  POWKBS.      2. 

Tict.  c.  96— Trustee  Belie/  Act      609 
Tbustxsb  Helief  Act. 
•^  ATict.  c.  106,  s.  17S— Bankruptcy      85 
^   «  Pboof  for  Continobnt  Ljability. 
>rict.  c.  60,  8.  32— TVtwtee  Act        228 
a  Tbusteb  Acts. 
^Vict.  o.  86,  8.  44 — Chancery  Improve- 

»•«  -  -     _  -         -        684 

Apfoiktment  OF  aepbesektative. 

Vict.   c.  10*,  88.  67,  70 — Merchant 

Ipping    ~  «         "  "        *^ 

Mobtgaob  of  Ship. 

Vict.  c.  120.  8.  dl-SetOed  Estates  823 

Settled  Sstatbb  Act. 

Vict.  c.  124,  8.  SS—Ecclesiastieal  Com- 

.     -    ^sioners    -  -^      -  -         50 

^?^=*  .^  Ecclesiastical  ComnssiONEBS. 

^  Vict.  c.  127,  8.  2»—AtUimeys         221 

«  Appeal  fob  Small  Amount. 

-  -         -         778 

,  Solioitob's  Lien. 
Vict.  c.  134,  8.  15^— Bankruptcy   490 
Baukbuptoy  nr  two  Countbees. 

-  8.  153  -  -         -  ^     -        W 

Fboof  fob  CJontinobnt  Liability. 

Vict.  c.  86,  88.  12,  13— Lunacy  Begu- 
Uon  -  -  -  -        58 

^  Maintenance  of  Lunatic. 
Vict.  c.  89,  8.  98— Companies         200 
«e  Past  Hembebs. 


289 


226 


824 


646 


809 


BTATUT^— continued. 
25  &  26  Vict.  c.  89,  a.  43 

See  XJnbegistebed  Mortgaob. 

8.  69    - 
See  Secubity  for  Costs. 

88.  75,  77 
See  Bankbupt  Shabeholdeb. 

8.  98    - 
See  LiMiTATioHS,  Statutb  of.     2. 

8.  160  - 
See  Comfbohisb  by  Liquidator. 

25  &  26  VioL  c.  102.  es.  74.  75.  —  BfetTopolis 
Management  Act    -  -  .        697 

See  General  Line  of  Buildings. 

27  &  28  Viot.  c.  112,  8.  i.— Judgments  ;  174 
See  Superfluous  Lands. 

31  &  32  Vict.  c.  es.— Liquidation  Act  -  7eo 
See  Gbeditob  roldino  Secubitt. 

32  &  33  Yict.  0.  56,  sa.  5,  H.—Endowe<i,  JSehooU 

[600 

See  Endowed  Schools  Oommissionzbs. 

32  &  33  Vict.  c.  62,  s.  ^.—Debtors  «  523 
See  Committal  undbb  Debtorb  Act. 

32  ft  33  Yict  0.  71.  s.  6.— Bankruptcy  808 

See  Assignment  of  all  Dbbtob's  Pro- 
pebty.    3. 

See  Defbating'and  delayino  Crbditobs. 

8.7  -  -  -       819 

See  Debtob  Summons. 

8.8  -  -  -       688 

See  Annullikg  Adjudication. 

8.12  -  -  -       314 

See  Execution  Cbeditob. 


8.19 


668 


See  Obder  to  pass  Public  Examination. 

8.23  -  -  -         28 

See  Djsclaimeb  by  Trustee  'IN  Bank- 

bcptcy. 

8.37  -  -  -       178 

See  Pboof  fob  Joint  and  Several  Con- 

TBACTS. 

.8.72    ...  -       494 

jS^BANKBUTTCY  JUBISDICTION.      2. 

8.87     -  -  -         825,788 

See  Execution  Cbeditob.    2,  3. 

8. 92  -  -  -  -  24 

See  Fraudulent  Pbefebence. 

8.122  -  -  .519 

See  PBIYILEOE  OF  Pabliamekt. 

8. 125  -  ^     -  -    724,  B. 

See  iNJUKonoN  in  Bankruptcy.      3. 

.. 8.  126  -    ^  -  -         581 

See  ExtbaobdinabyBbboltjtiomofCee- 

DITOBS. 

.   -  -  -  -        783 

See  iNJtJNcnoH  nr  Banerxjptoy.    2. 

. 0838  20"  "  "  -       ^^ 

See  ioBTOAOE  of  PabthebbhipPropebtt. 

33  Vict.  0. 14,  BS.  2,  18.-^tcn8  ^       848 

See  OoNVEBSiOK. 
23  &  S4  Yici.  c  BS.—Apportumment    .       488 

See  Afpobtionmbnt  where  ho  Dbath.^ 


•li.—Uegnlalior,  of  Forcet  737 


-RiRlil  lo  Boil  of  highway 

HlQUWST.  [421 


^-^-  [CiLVou- 

TAXATION  or  C08TR-Mn(,„u(d. 

riiinspl  jshn  <irpw  ihe  pleniiinga  has  betcm 
hearinK  Wn  cnlled  nithin  the  Bar.— Onuni 
foKYHB  law  Klp  7  Ch.  48)  diserrcd  Bpnru- 
611  li  II  nltidavit  was  Bled  by  Ibp  PInLntilTm  e 
li  tl■^^rol  suita  The  solipitnr  for  ths  De 
linnl,  tmk  fin  office  copy  of  the  affiJatil  in 
an  t  nh  .  !  iniiiinnd  b(  the  BecorJ  OfSce 
"Y  "    ■"       ''i»-~nell  that  be 

Soli 
Jered  m  pay  rati— 
h      h    Bolieitor  on  thi;  o- 
w  rt  h       d,      u«e  to  pay  the  c 

tl     1  ae  e  Ito  U  affinned,    I 

TME-    ppe       Bankruptcy 

*  E  liANKitrproT 


Town     IMPKOVEMEIIT 


RAD     MARK 


'tt       lietjtonilent.  ^K-^»-  ^        ^ 

h    h   were  to  be  e^*"*^* 

J"    branl  had  been  -*-*^'^^-r' 

rma         as  to  the  coic:*  *^^"^^  . 

s*nd  back  the  cigiii«i  •^^^^^ 

d    afflnnine  the  d»  f-'-^  ^  * 

on  ft  hill  for  idj*  i-^iv:*: 

«L  b  nndii  wcro  for^-"^  ^^ 

being  merely  catc" 


»  ^^'l,^  e  Mgnra  or  tc— '  ^,b 

-.     ^^  ;l>e  J^r^   —= ^f, 


— //rH.  thai 

1      ,.       ^  t"  tin  coals  oCa  -*^ 

P    ll       U   M    NS        EutiN        - 

i^    'T  ^   >"     becoming  Put--*: 
>"  '  orf    CtVcu7nri— Jia^ 

Piirt  k  nd  of  artido  may   ^^^^^ 

h 


th 


"       nveolor  to  tfe*^-*^ 

11    become  jKiWi  ^ 

b       oat.      Tl 
■a   a.    hallhoui 
iuw  ceased 

he  arlicle. 
***       a  fanpy  oBniv  — 
m  entur  JiabitJ*" 

artwjlaotjnterfe: 
1    uuitation  of 


^^'  Vol,  vn  2 


INDEX. 


■MAKK — oontitiued. 


843: 


j&/^e  tnde  itself  is  fiauduleiit.^And,  tembU,  such 

^/^  repreaeniAtion  or   rmud  ^oald  be  a  good 

^^«!^/^xioe  to  an  action  at  Ij^  for  imitation  of  the 

^^"^^e^mark^  oii  tlie  grouna  that  ex  turpi  eawdwm 

/s^Y^  flrtf/fb. — ^But  a  collateral  nuBrepresentation 

-^^^t-J^e  owner  of  tbe  trade-mark  will  not  disentitle 

F-^lf^  to  relic  f  ©itiier  at  law  or  in  equity.— In  a  case 

JT^^^^  the  I*la.iii  tiff,  whoae  trade^nuu-k  was  **  Ford's 

„L^(tC^  Shirt,"   IxsA  falsely, represented  in  his  in- 

^'-^  A^  ^na  ixi    a,  few  advertisements  that  be  was  a 

"  ^.^A^^ntee  "    of  the  shirt :— HeW,  that  such  false 

^^*>r^^sentaiion    ^waa  not  sufficient  to  prevent  him 

^  ^^  HUstainioflT    ^•'^  action  at  law ;  and  that  his 

^ikt  at  law  l>eiJa€r  clear,  ho  was  entitled  to  an  in- 

MWiStion  in    01x»noerT>-^ecision  of  Ba^  V  0. 


^^^^rsed. 


-DiscoTery  of  name  of  cos- 

g^^  y:^-i&oG^^iSB,YTXJ\jBiQjs%'roJiisrwa^kxiT. 
^    — ' 1^--^— Life  insurance  com- 

^^5^0^-A.^W  OF  Ck)MTBACr. 

O^  IJCBNCE — Public-honae   -       12 

—        ^  OF  Public-house. 

ntocEEDnroB   ik  ibahk- 

^^^^' — Registration      -  -     626 

aTTOTB.  OK  SH/^'R'BR — CStmipany— ContrOw- 
W^rnAOd^  Trant/^Miidet^ptionofTrana- 
r^JHtrJ^^   d&ya  l>efore  a  banking  comp 


f^^>^^mpwiy  ij^^"  280   shares,  on  which  £15  a  share 
^^^?  J?''"     Wid    and  iC35  was  payable,  and  which 
^^^  ^li.Ol^ble  at  £8  to  £6  a  sh'are.    In  the 
^ore  t\^en  ^ea^^^    transferee  was  described  as 
-ii^V^m.iisior    cit.   _^     xho  transfer  was  duly  registered 


r*  ^en; 


?he  company  :-r  ^ffi,  upon  an  application 
3^  V  fi^«  v^s  after  the  transfer,  to  have  the 
^^^  ?tVie  transferor  substituted  for  that  of  the 
lame  oi  t"«   ^^  ^-^^  ^f  contributories,  that,  under 


^^ransferee  o  ^^^^  transfer  was  a  bond  fide 

^^t  ♦rtCW-in-iaw,  that  the  misdescription  of 
^ift  to  t^o  so  ^^^   material,  and  that  the 

tJfnsSn  c^^d  not  be  disturbed.-Decifflon  of 
-fcransac^i^  g^ersed.    I»  re  Eubopkak  Bank. 

nk/i   oTs&'s  Case  *•** 

ttl     -  Description  of  Transferee^    The  cir- 

\  ««o  that  the  transferee,  who  was  a  person 

'^^"n'^m^X^w  aescribed  u>  •  « gentleman," 

?  ^jZ.^tt^  invalidftto  a  transfer.  In  re  Financiai. 

it'sx,^^^^^^-    B»=or-«CA8K         206.  n. 

«  Special  Stiptdations.']    Transfer  by  a 

«li«reholder  fo^rderto  escape  liability  AeW  valid. 

^1  tiroiigh  accompanied  by  special  stipulations  be- 

^       ^^  the  transferor  and  transferee.   Jn  re  Smith, 

^^,t^  &Co.    Hakim's  Casb         -         296,  n. 

_^  Company — Winding-up — Rectification 

^^. Error  in  distinguuhing  Numbers  of 

In  a  transfer  of  shares  in  a  joint  stock 

^'^^nv  an  error  in  the  distinguishing  numbers 

^'^itle  shares  is  immaterial,  provided  the  transferor 

^^^  ^  ^he  time  a  sufficient  number  of  shares  in 

VKe  company.— Fifty  shares  were  transferred  by 

ISe  chairman  of  a  company  to  A,,  as  a  trustee  for 

i.^e  company  numbered  as  therein  stated,  and  A:s 


TRASSnR  or  BKAXEI^-contimied 
name  was  placed  on  the  register  in  resnect  of  i\n^ 
Bbares.  The  transferor  hi&  at  the  tfKsh^^ 
beanng  those  numbers,  but  he  hjS  fiftv  !£?!! 
bearing  other  numbers?-^eW  (affl^W^fe 
oision  of  Wiekens.  V.O.).  that  i^Tw^  !r  ♦if' 
list  of  contributories  for  fif ty  s^rS    V,      t""  ^^ 

KATIOKA.  a>«TBACr  Co^l^H^'^^s'SIS.^^^ 

Custom  of  Stock  Exchange     .  ^^ 

fl«  CuBTOH  or  Stock  ExcHAiTGB  " 

SuUb-CosU^  When  a  biU  WKLr^^*^^' 
branch  of  the  Court,  and  a  eee^^M,^^^  J"  ^°e 
the  same  estate  has  W  fiSSfff  .^^Ll'^^ng  to 


Court  in  which  the  first  bill  w^.  «\!5'"'  "5  ^^ 
Plaintiffs  in  tl^e  secoSlulfwirpa?^^^^^ 

Wife  and  children-Joint  tenancy     .     Ofift 

^^  ^e  QiPT  TO  Wot  AND  Childbek. 

TRimTEE-— Appointment  of  new     -         1     fi*i 
Sec  liusTEB  Acts.  "^^ 

Sec  Offtcial  Liquidatob. 
Creditors'  deed— Right  to  sue  strangers    71 

See  Tbustbe  of  Cbedftobs'  BkiS) 
Coste  of— Trustee  Relief  Act  -  ^     60d 

See  Tbustkb  Relief  Act. 
Improper  investment— Liability         -     7^^ 

See  Iwvstvmn  by  Tbusteis. 

Legal  estate-Distinction  between  deeds  and 

wills  -  -  «  _  ^      gg^ 

See  Rule  in  Shelley's  Case. 

Undue  pressure  to  induce  execution  of  deed 

See  Undue  Pbessube.  rj^^ 

TETOTEE  ACIB-^ Appointment  of  New  Trustees 
'\Incapable  to  act'^—Bem'denee  Abroad^-^uliZ 
^cf.  Ifcp,  s.  32.]    The  Court  h^^^^^  * 
the  32nd  section  of  the  Trustee  Act^SS^]  to  a^T 
pomt  a  new  tru^e  in  place  of  a  trustee  who  ii 
pennanently  residing  abroad,  without  his  consent 
—i^embls,  a  power  in  a  settlement  to  appoint  a 
new  trustee  in  the  place  of  a  trustee  incapable  to 
act  applies  to  personal  incapacity,  and  not  to 
«imple  residence  abroad.— i2e  JBlancJiard  (3  D  P 
«  J.  131)  explained.    In  re  Biokold's  SbptleI 
mbntTbuots  -         -         -         «  _     22a 

TET7BTEE  OF  CBEDITOBS'  DEED— Pcmttrrer— 
Execution  of  Deed — Voluntary  Deed— Bight  of 
Trustee  to  sueJ]  A  bill  stated  that,  by  an  inden- 
ture made  between  A.^  of  the  first  part,  jB.,  of  tho 
second  part,  and  the  several  other  persons  whoso 
names  and  seals  were,  or  were  intended  to  be 
thereunto  subscribed  as  creditors  of  A.  of  the 
third  part,  A.  assigned  all  his  personal  estate  to 
B,  upon  trusts  for  the  creditors  of  A.i—Held^  on 
demurrer  (a£9rmin^  the  decision  of  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls),  that  this  was  not  an  averment  of  the 
execution  of  the  deed  by  any  of  the  creditors :— -. 
Heldf  that  the  deed  nevertheless  would  operate  as 
an  assignment  of  the  personal  estate,  so  as  to 
enable  B,  to  maintain  a  suit  against  a  trustee  to 


ew  IND 

TBUCTEE  OF  CBEDITOBS'  DEZD — continued.  I 
vljom  (wrtnin  pereoniLl  estate  liad  been  osBi^ed 
in  tniat  for  A. ;  nnd  that  th«  creditors  need  not  be 
nuties  to  the  suit. — Decision  of  the  Master  of  tlie  | 
ItolU  revotsed. —  Garrard  v.  Lord  LaaderduU 
(2  Bubs.  &  Mf.  451)  discussed.  Glego  v.  Rses  71  | 
TRUBTEE  BXUEF  UTI^Pelilion /or  pai/ment  of 
Jncome — Colt*.]  Whero  a  trust  fund  has  been 
tfan^erred  into  Court  under  the  TrwUe  Belief 
Act,  and  a  petition  ia  pieBenled  for  pnjment  of 
ibe  income  to  the  tenant  for  life,  the  costs  of  the 
tniBtees,  as  nell  an  o(  all  other  neceaaar;  parties, 
will  be  paid  out  of  the  income. — Decision  of  Jtfalitu, 
T.C.,  reversed. — In  re  Marner'i  TnuU  (Law  Bap. 
3  Eq.  432)  followed.— S«mW«  ;  Where  the  liUe  of 
the  tenant  for  life  is  clear,  the  trustees  ought  not 
to  appear  upon  a  petition  simplj  affeetmg  the 
income.    In  r«  Bvahb'  Tansrs         -  -     609 

inTAITTHOBIZED  DEAUXO  IB  SEAXEB—Com- 
vanf/—ititapplieatiiM  of  Furtdt  by  Dinciori  — 
BoiTouiittg  Pmeert — Bigging  the  liarket — ^ofi'ee 
— Common  Diractort  and  SoueitoT,]  Two  directors 
«f  Oimpany  A.  were  also  directors  of  Company  B., 
and  both  companies  employed  the  tame  solicitor. 
Omnpanjr  A.  owed  monej  to^their  contractor,  which , 
Ihowever,  was  not  payable  immediately.  The  con- 
tractor bad  bought  ahores  in  the  company  and  was 
pressed  by  the  stockbrukeni  for  the  money.  Com- 
pany  A.  agreed  to  advaDco  him  £7000,  and  bor. 
rowed  the  money  from  Company  B,  od  the  security 
of  a  mortgage.  The  loan  was  negotiated  by  one 
of  the  peraons  who  was  a  director^of  both  oom- 
paniea,  and  the  solicitor  who  acted  for  both  com- 
panies prepared  the  mortgage.'  Company  A.  had 
paver  nnder  the  articles  to  borrow  money,  but 
vers  not  authorized  to  bay  up  their  own  ^ares. 
Both  companies  afterwards  were  wound  np  ; — 
Seld  (revening  the  decision  of  Ualint,  V,C.),  that 
Company  B.  were  not  affected  by  notice  of  any 
illegality  in  the  purpose  to  which  the  money  bor- 
Jowed  was  to  bo  applied,  and  that  they  were  con- 
sequently entitled  to  prove  against  the  estate  of 
Company  A.  under  the  winding-up.     In  re  Mae- 

SEILLM  ElTESaiOK  RAILWAY  CoHPANT.      Ec  parte 

'CsBDrr  FoNCiEB  and  Mobujeb  of  Knglakd    161 
mrCE&TIFICATZD    VASKiTSFr—Banitrup  _ 
.Mier-aequired  Proper!  j — Payment  by  Bankrupt — 
FoUoicinQ  Money.]     Money  received  by  an  undis- 
charged banlcmpt  and  paid  away  for  value  cannot 
be  followed  hy  the  trustee,  thongh  the  person  ' 
whom   the  money  was  paid  had  notice  of  the 
banhmploy,' — A  bankrupt,  who  had  not  obtained 
bia  order  of  discharge,  took  a  furnished  house 
£5  per  week  from  a  person  who  had  notice  of  the 
bankruptcy,  on  tho  terms  of  paying  six  moo 
Tent  in  advance  if  required.     Having  obtain* 
■um  of  £200  OS  compensation  for  being  turned 
of  an  appointment  which  he  had  taken  since 
bankruptcy,  he  paid  to  the  landlord  out  of  this 
eom  £130  as  the  six  months'  rent,  the  landlord 
liaving  required  payment : — Held  {afBnniag  the 
decision  of  Baoon,  C.J^  who  hnd  reversed   the 
decision  of  the  County  Court  of  Lancadiire),  that 
though   the  trustee  in  bankruptcy  could   have 
intercepted  tliu  £200  and  required  It  to  be  paid 
to  him,  he  could  not  follow  any  part  of  it  into 
the  hands  of  Ihc  landlord.    J^lzpurfB  Dewhubst. 
Ia  re  Vasloiib  -  -  -  -      ISG 


EX.  [Cb.Voi.T11, 

miCEBTmCATEI)  80LICIT0B      -       -    TK 

See  Taiatiok  of  Costs. 
CNIIUE  DITLUSHCE— Volunlarj  Betlkmclitlt} 

See  VOLDNTAKI  SXTTLZIIEST,     2. 

UNUUJS  FHEBSnSB — SeHing  aiide  Derd-TnMit] 
A  testator  by  his  vill  desired  hia  tmstfettogire  vf 
his  farm  to  his  nephew,  the  Plaintl^  if  the 
landlord  would  accept  him  as  teMDt;  uid  In 
that  case  he  beqneathed  to  him  the  hnnitig 
stock.  He  also  gave  some  real  prapert;  lo  tu 
Plaintiff,  and  gave  l^aeiee  and  snnnitiet  to  tit 
PlaintiflTs  father,  mother,  and  sistcn,  and  olbn 
persons,  including  the  trustees.  One  <if  tlu 
trustees  of  the  will  was  steward  to  the  lasdloTd, 
There  were  hardly  any  asaeta  to  pay  the  leguiei 
and  annuities  if  the  Plaintiff  took  the  bnuuie 
stock,  npon  which  the  troBtew  repctsentrf  tbo 
case  to  the  laadloid,  who  left  it  to  their  duw'ta 
whether  the  Plaintiff  shonld  be  woepH  u 
tenant.  They  aocordingly  lefosed  to  let  bim  be 
accepted,  unless  he  executed  a  deed  making  crci 
the  devised  real  estate  to  pay  the  lettHciei  aad 
annnitiee  : — H<W  (affinning  the  decLunn  o(  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls),  that  it  was  a  breach  of  lm< 
on  the  part  of  the  truateea  to  endeavour  tn  inlun 
the  landlord  to  refuse  his  consent  to  the  Phiatil 
having  the  tenancy,  which  the  teatstor  hid  h^ 
hia  will  expressed  his  wish  for  him  to  bate :  im 
that  the  deed,  having  been  obtained  by  mans " 
that  breoch  of  trust,  must  be  set  aside;  sadUu 
the  trustees,  having  made  the  suit  Decesnrv,  in 
hostilelj  contested  the  PlaintifTs  right  to  reliel 
must  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit.  Elus  t.  Buce 
[10 
inntEOIBTEBED  MtfRtOM^-Ompania  Ai 
1862,  I.  iS—Dvty  of  Solicitar.]  A  soljcitot  n 
usually  employed  by  a  company  was  employed  t 
them  to  act  in  a  psrtictilar  matter,  and.  havii 
reqoirod  aecurity  for  coats,  tliey  gave  hioi 
charge  on  certain  debta  dne  to  them.  Atoul  fi 
weeks  after  this  a  winding-up  Petition  wu  p 
Bcnted,  on  which  an  order  was  shortly  »fler"af 
made.  The  charge  had  not  been  regialend: 
fi^FJd  (affirming  the  decision  of  the  Haater  of  1 
Bolls),  that  though  under  the  Cmapaoia  i 
1862,  B.  43,  the  wont  of  registration  did  not  mi 
the  charge  void,  yet  that  the  solicilof  OTuld  i 
avail  himself  of  the  charge,  for  that  it  "as  I 
duty,  as  being  the  Bolioitor  of  the  comparir  in  li 
transaction,  to  see  that  the  directions  of  the  l^g 
lature  as  to  registration  were  obeyed.  I" 
Patent  Bread  Hacrikebt  Compaih.  &  P" 
Valpt  4  Cbaplih  -  -  -  -  ' 
DireOUini  Mnro— Person  of— Lease  by  Ecclfs' 
tical  CommissionerB  —  Jurisdiction 
Chancery  and  Lunacy 
Set  EccLKSiAR'iaAL  CoiouaioNEBe. 
Person  of— Maintenance 

B«B  MlAlNTENAHCB  OF  LOHlTIO. 

VAOAHT  LUn)  —  General  line  of  bnildin; 
Board  of  Works      -         -         " 
St»  Oes'Erai.  Lm  or  Bcildikgb. 

TACATIOH  OF  nmOLMHIT— Prarfioe— "'* 

ing—Ap^ioation  by  a  Fenon  rot  a  Forts  I' 
Suit.]  A  bill  was  filed  by  a  former  officer 
railway  company  to  obtain  the  diatribution 
sum  of  money  which  had  been  set  agisrt 
compemation  of  the  officers  of  the  coaipasj 


V4L  J'^^IL]  INDEX. 

^^^N  ™  ^'  nmouasirT— oofrfinudA 

^?^^  t?J^**ioa  with  another  com|>an7.    By  the 
t^X>  £°J^  declared  the  Plaintiflf  entitled  to 


845 


^ 
^ 


^^^*h^ej      ftind,  and  directed  an  inqiiiry  as  to 

V^i.'iVJ*?'^^*  w^'6  entitled  to  share,  and  in 

'"^WHb  ^^    None  of  the  other  officers  of 

^'^  Vt      were   served  with  notice  of   the 

'^^NNj'Jdyertfaements  were  issued,  and  the 

^l^'^^R  M^^®^-    ^.  came  in  under  tlie  decree 

-**V  >: /4  *  share  in  the  fond,  and  also  desired 

"^^^  ^ight  of  the  Plaintiff  to  any  share 


^jJr^VCN^^>^J^  ^^titled  to  have  the  cause  reheard 
%^^^^^^^    w^4r^^^^  ®^  varying  the  decree;  and  that 
^^Vw^  w^lfc^^^    ousht  to  be  vacated  in  order  to 


y 


^^^^  w^^     ^    ought  to  be  vacated  in  order  to 

^^^wT^  r\^    "to  present  a  petition  of  rehearing. 

^>^J^^Kt!^  -  -  -  .     217 

^^         ^^X^atent— Novelty         -  -     670 

j^*^  SpBOIFICATlOK  OF  PaTEKT. 

^  AXID  FUSCKABKIl— Bouhtf ul  title      7 

W  ^  FUTUBB  HBSBAND. 

^^ftcription — Copyhold  tenement— Num- 

^r  ofacres   -  '^,      "         "     ^^ 

4^fei  Besbbvation  of  Minisbalb. 

[  Puxobase  without  notice  -  269 
Pubohabb  fobValub  without  Notice. 
y  company— Compulsory  sale  -     164 

CJoMPULfiOBY  POWKBS.      1. 

f  the  essence  of  contract 

SALA  of  PUBLIO-HOrSB. 

Issue  then  living— Divesting 
ISBUB  tbkn  LrviMO. 
r    DEXB^Bight  of  trustee   to 


12 


Tat  STEB  OF  Cbrditobs  Pked. 


sue 
71 


-     469 


Y  GIFT — Resulting  trust 

B  Besui-tino  Tbust. 

,T  SBTTLBMBHT— Ctot«e«— JEaiptona- 

'  of  Revocation,^    In  order  to  Bupport 

settlement,  it  must  be  shewn  that  all 

are  proper  and  usual ;  or  if  there 


y*' 


>* 


^ual  provisions,  that  they  were  hrou^t 

^of  and  understood  by  the  fietUor.— No 

^  can  be  laid  down  as  to  the  proper  and 

"'"Wions  in  such  a  settlement,  but  a  power 

^-^  is  not  eBsential.-A  young  man  of 

habits,  being  entttled  to  a  sum  of 

^    induced  by  the  trustee  of  the  money 

Solicitor,  to  execute  a  settlement  by 

^gned  a  part  of  the  money  to  trustees 

^f^t  anr to  pay  him  d'injf g^l^«  ^« 

„  ..^™,-  «    on  such  part  thereof  ^  they  should 

^^  '^^f'^a  efter  his  death  on  trust  tojiold  ^e 
Z^i^c  ^  ^^'^  «  wife  and  children,  if  any,  and  subiect 
"S^^e^^'^  tiWforeertainoousinsofhis,  He  had 
%>  Tof^poXent  in  default  of  issue,  and 
"^V^^T  of  revocation,  and  no  power  to  apnomt 
V^  Vt^t^^  The  deed  was  expUined  to  liim, 
^^X^^Ttioular  clauses  were  brought  to  his 
P^d.  ^t-feeUf  (affirming  the  decree  of  Stuart, 
^^ii^  \\A\  ikie  deed  could  not  be  set  aside  by  ^e 
i>fc>  ^C€^  V.  ^<>^^oarth  (Law  Rep.  8  Eq.  558) ; 
^•«i^^^i^VTW6e  (Law  Bep.  9  Eq.  44);  Ef>eriU 
^^|^V^^»W-  10  M.  405),  conridere^ 

0^_  Setting  andeDeedof  Giftr-KwwUdae 
3'At»e  Influenee-Delay-Part  of  Veed.^     In 


VOLimTABT  SETTLZMJSRT— <!onltfiMMd. 

order  to  maintain  a  voluntary  deed  of  gift  from  a 
son  for  the  benefit  of  a  father,  it  must  be  shewn 
both  that  the  son  understood  the  contents  of  the 
deed  and  that  he  was  not  under  undue  parental 
influence. — ^A  voluntary  deed  of  gift  cannot,  after 
unreasonable  delay,  be  set  aside,  though  the  gift 
was  of  a  reversion  and  remained  a  reverHi'on.-- Part 
of  a  voluntary  settlement  may  be  set  aside. — Under 
a  marriage  settlement,  the  bon  of  the  marriage 
was  entitled  to  the  reversion  expectant  on  the  life 
estate  of  the  father  in  two  sums  of  money,  one  of 
which  had  come  from  the  father's  side,  the  other 
from  the  mother's  side.    The  son  had  also  a  large 
income  under  the  will  of  his  grandfather,  and 
would  have  a  much  larger  income  on  attaining 
the  age  of  twenty-five  years.    The  son  had  lately 
attained  tne  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  was  le- 
siding  with  his  father.    The  son,  without  employ- 
ing a  separate  solicitor,  executed  a  deed  giving  to 
his  other's  second  wife  and  her  daughter  the  re- 
version in  both  the  sums  which  were  included  in 
the  marriage  settlement,  and  giving  to  the  father 
power  to  appoint  the  sum  which  came  from  the 
mother's  side  to  any  third  wife  and  her  children. 
The  son  left  the  father's  house  five  years  after  the 
execution  of  the  deed,  and  employed  a  separate 
solicitor  two  years  afterwards,  when  the  subject  of 
setting  aside  the  deeds  were  mentioned.    Seven 
years  afterwards  the  son  filed  a  bill  to  set  sside  so 
much  of  the  deed  as  related  to  the  sum  which  had 
come  from  the  mother's  side : — Hdd^  on  the  facts 
of  the  case,  that  though  the  son  understood  all 
the  contents  of  the  deed  except  the  power  to 
appoint  to  a  third  wife  and  her  children,  he  was 
not  sufficiently  protected  from  parontal  influence, 
and  that  if  the  bill  had  been  filed  at  an  earlier 
time  the  deed  must  have  been  set  aside  to  the 
extent  prayed,  but : — Held,  that,  as  the  filing  of 
the  bill  had  been  so  long  deferred,  the  deed  must 
be  rectified  only  by  striking  out  the  power. — Da* 
cree  of  MalinBf  Y.C,  variedl    Tubnsb  v.  Collins 

[829 

WAffTE^Deceaaed  Tenant  for  Life — Injunelion-^ 
Account— Statute  of  Limitations.']  A  tenant  for 
life  was  executrix  of  a  preceding  tenant  for  life, 
both  being  impeachable  for  waste,  and  botJi 
having  committed  waste  by  cutting  timber: — 
Hdd,  that  the  Statute  of  Limitations  began  to  run 
against  the  remaindermen  in  fee  from  the  time 
when  the  timber  was  out,  and  not  from  the  time 
of  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life :— HeU,  that 
though  an  injunction  and  an  account  were  granted 
against  the  existing  tenant  for  life,  yet  as  no  in- 
junction could  be  granted  against  the  preceding 
tenant  for  life,  no  account  could  be  granted 
against  her  executrix  for  waste  committed  by  the 
preceding  tenant  for  life. — Decree  of  ^oooti,  V.O., 
varied.  Hioginbotham  v.  Hawkins  -  676 
Impeachment  of            "  .„     "  "     *** 

Bee  D«PKAOHM«KT  OF  WASTB. 

"WIDOW— Advances  to— Double  portion  -  670 
See  ADVANcmoBNT. 

WIFE  Aim  CHILMtXH— Gift  to^-  -     263 

See  Gift  to  Witb  and  Childben. 

WEUr-Advances  to  children— Statute  of  Limi- 
tations -  -  -  -       *' 

See  JjlJflTATIONB,  DTATDTE  OF.     1. 
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AdTBnoement-Wldow  »nd  children— Double 

portioni       -         -         -         -     670 

iSba  ADTAirontKNT. 
Oharitabls  object  or  partionlar  sodety     170 

See  Ihfibfiot  sesobiptioh  or  Cbabitt. 
Cn)as-ieii»iiid«n  _  .  _     s$e 

Sea  CBon-BEiuiHDBBa  bt  Iupuoation. 


DireoUon  to  Bettle  on  marriage  under  twentr- 


WmmrCh-OT— eonitniMl . 

Appeal — Bnbmiaaion  to  Judge 


8m  Gut  bt  Impucatiok. 


—  Gift  to  daughter'B  husband     - 

AsFCTDBB  HCIBAND. 

—  Gift  to  erect  or  endow  a  chtuch 

SmHobvhaih. 

—  Gift  to  wife  and  children 

Baa  Girr  to  Wm  ikd  CaiLSREir. 

—  "  Lnoe  "  read  "  ehildren  " 

jSm  "  tom  "  BKAS  "  Ohilsbxh." 

—  lame  then  liTlng  ... 

Bee  Ibsdb  tbkn  uriva. 
e  then  llTing 


-  -     »7» 
"  leanc    ami  "  Obiu)bxb." 
Uarried  vromaa — ConveiEioa— Election  US 

See  COITTBBBIOK. 

Share  of  partnenhip  property 

Bee  Bsgnn  or  Somxk  or  Pabthxbship 


Claim  barred  bj  SUtnte  of  Limitalioni  141 
See  LntiTATiONB,  Statdti  or.    S. 
■ CompromiBe  by  liquidator       -         -    KM 

See  COHFHOMIBE  BI  LigUHIATOB. 

Double  proof— Bill  of  exchange       -      W 

See  LcTTXB  or  Cbedit. 
Inftnt  transferee  -         -        -    U( 

See  Ihtaht  TiumFSBn. 
MiBrepreBcnlatiouin  proapeotui         -      U 

Baa  HtaBiFBUKNTATioN  IN  pKenam. 
Official  Uquidator  -  -         •     KI 

8ae  pHOOnonoii  or  Dooumentb.    1. 
Fast  members     -  -  -         -    IN 

See  Fast  fttanwae 
Proof  by  muety  -  -  -    8M 

See  Fitoor  by  SmunT. 
Proof— Bill  of  eiohange — Letter  of  credit- 
Double  proof  -         _        -     N 

&•  LaiTBB  or  Obkdit. 
Transfer  of  sbares  9BB,  MS,  n.,  lU 

See  Tkam  vift  OP  Sbabes.     1—4. 
Wmnsa — statement — Desctibiiig  hii  eTiilau« 
[3U 

See  Statbmxkt  to  swsxdit  Wimss. 
Incapable  to  act "  -  •     SU 

Bee  TBcrra*  Acts. 
Legal  ropresent»ti»BB"         -         -     IT! 

See  "  Legal  EBPBsnrTATiTB." 
Portion  " — "  Proriaiou  "        -  -     M4 

See  Girr  bi  Imfijcatiob. 
Threaten  and  intend  "  _  -     889 

See  RESEBTATtoit  or  MnraBAU. 
Unmarried "    -  -  -  -        7 

iSm  Fdtdri  Husband. 


LOKDOJI:    TBINTBD  H 
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